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DURING 1985 I began thinking about farm families in early America. My inter- 
est started innocently enough. Until the end of the nineteenth century most 
Americans lived on small farms, but I could tell students in my rural history 
class at Princeton very little about their history, their aspirations, or their 
relations to slaves, Indians, or rich men, much less the dynamics of their 
households. I thought I would use a month or two of leave to review the 
literature, develop an interpretation of small farmers, and write a short article. 
The essay (modestly titled “Class, Gender, and Race in Early America, 1650— 
1900”) quickly mushroomed, turning into the longest paper ever imposed 
upon the good people who attended seminars at the Philadelphia Center for 
Early American Studies. The response at that meeting in late spring 1985 was 
encouraging. I was peppered with questions, queries, and disagreements about 
my arguments, but most in attendance thought the project worthy and agreed I 
should try my hand at a short book on the topic. I then revised the paper (now 
titled, more modestly, “The Rise and Destruction of the American Yeoman 
Classes”), shortening it for presentation at the American Historical Associa- 
tion. At that meeting Richard D. Brown and especially Elizabeth Fox-Genovese 
tore my argument and narrative to shreds, just what I needed to revise my 
thinking. 

During an NEH fellowship in 1986—87 I returned to small farmers and re- 
wrote the manuscript, adding details and making it even longer. But it was so 
tightly and densely written that reader misunderstanding was inevitable. To 
clarify my thoughts (for myself as much as for my readers), I began writing 
interpretive and theoretical essays about capitalist transformation in America. I 
completed writing (and revising) these essays at the Newberry Library in 1990 
(where I enjoyed an NEH—Lloyd Lewis fellowship) and at Northern Illinois 
University in 1991, using a fellowship from acts. In 1992, while I continued to 
work on a big history of small farmers, I published The Agrarian Origins of 
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American Capitalism, a collection of these essays. (I have borrowed phrases, 
sentences, and small segments from that book, reshaping them to fit the con- 
cerns of the present work.) 

As my work progressed (financed, in part, by summer stipends from the 
history department and the graduate school at Northern Illinois University), it 
grew longer and longer. A projected short volume on small farmers, 1600-1900, 
became a very long one. I knew I either had to cut way back (impossible, given 
the richness of the story) or write more than one volume. My long-suffering 
editor, Lewis Bateman, eagerly agreed that I could write several volumes, if I 
would disgorge a book (any book) faster. So in 1991 I began to compose a 
colonial volume. At first the chapters seemed of reasonable length. Supported 
by a John Simon Guggenheim Foundation Fellowship, my writing progressed 
especially rapidly during the 1996—97 academic year. But chapters begat new 
chapters (two projected chapters each split three ways!), so I divided them into 
two volumes, one emphasizing demographic and economic structures; the 
other, small farmer (yeoman) identity. During spring and summer 1999, I 
thoroughly revised the entire manuscript, taking criticism into account and 
incorporating the rich literature of the preceding few years into my story. 

During my years of research and writing, I have incurred many academic 
debts. The document retrieval department at the Northern Illinois University 
library has ordered hundreds of books and articles. The history department at 
Northern Illinois University has been a fine home. Three chairs—Otto Olsen, 
George Spencer, and Elaine Spencer—lent their support by allowing me to 
double up in the fall semester to free up writing time during the spring. The 
department granted me two years and the graduate school awarded me three 
years of summer money. Fellowships from the Nem, the acts, the Newberry 
Library, and the Guggenheim Foundation played an essential role, as did leaves 
and sabbaticals at Princeton University and Northern Illinois University. 

Two eminent scholars have provided absolutely essential help. Stanley Enger- 
man has supported this project since it began, reading drafts, making com- 
ments, sending encouragement, and expressing enthusiasm even as the project 
grew bigger and its completion more distant. Elizabeth Fox-Genovese lent an 
ear and made astute suggestions for structural changes as I elaborated endlessly 
on each writing crisis. When I most despaired about the length of the book 
manuscript, she read my proposals for splitting the volume into two parts and 
advised me on the best way to proceed. And she read the entire manuscript, 
making masterful comments about its structure and argument. 

I have presented pieces of the book at Northern Illinois University, the New- 
berry Library, Indiana University, and the Capital Historical Society. Scholars 
too numerous to mention have commented on this project over the past de- 
cade; they include my current and former colleagues at Northern Illinois Uni- 
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HOSE WHO LABOUR in the earth,’ Thomas Jefferson wrote in a 

famous passage in his Notes on the State of Virginia, “are the chosen 

people of God, if ever he had a chosen people, whose breasts he has 

made his peculiar deposit for substantial and genuine virtue.” These 
men—who looked “to their own soil and industry . . . for their subsistance” — 
had achieved independence, unlike those who “depend for it on the casualties 
and caprice of customers. Dependance begets subservience and venality, suffo- 
cates the germ of virtue, and prepares fit tools for the designs of ambition.” 
Jefferson knew that a majority of white Americans belonged to families of these 
virtuous small farmers. But everyone realized that most families in Britain and 
Europe, the ancestral (or recent) homeland of nearly all free Americans, suf- 
fered the greatest privation, debasement, and subservience.' 

Who were the small farmers Jefferson so praised? Their farms varied in size 
but generally ranged from 25 to 200 acres, large by British standards. Unlike 
their counterparts in Britain or Germany, they owned or expected to own their 
land. Landownership buttressed their economic independence. Farm owners 
and their families grew much of their own food, took small surpluses to market, 
exchanged goods with neighbors, and nurtured future generations in the soil. 
Small farms like theirs had disappeared from Britain and Germany, yet from 
the early seventeenth century a substantial majority of colonists lived on them. 

This book tells how British and German peasants became small American 
farmers. Our story takes place on two continents over more than two centuries. 
It has a vast cast of characters: English landlords, peasants, and merchants; 
American Indians and settlers bent on taking their land; colonial small farmers 
and their gentleman-farmer patrons or protagonists; immigrant labor re- 
cruiters and land speculators; the children of colonial farmers and newly ar- 


rived British and German peasants and laborers; and farmers—with the critical 
help of wives, children, hired hands, and the occasional servant or slave— 
struggling to build farms for themselves and their children. 

We begin in England, where peasants had enjoyed secure land tenure for 
centuries. But in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, landlords and im- 
proving farmers (agrarian capitalists) threw peasants off the land, leaving them 
and their descendants with a great yearning for land. The same men who 
evicted peasants financed colonial ventures that promised land to former peas- 
ants. Persuaded by labor recruiters, family, or friends, hundreds of thousands 
of English, Scot, Irish, and German immigrants came to America. Most had to 
work in temporary bondage to pay their passage, but all expected to get land 
after completing their terms. Two-thirds of the emigrants (and an equal por- 
tion of their descendants) did acquire land. 

Capitalist transformation, then, stands at the center of our story. In popular 
language, the words “capitalist” and “capitalism” evoke the power of captains of 
industry and finance, or a set of entrepreneurial and market ideals most Ameri- 
cans shared. But “capitalism,” as used in this work, refers to a society dominated 
by two classes: capitalists who own the means of production (banks, factories, 
tools, and productive land) and workers who have only their labor to sell. By 
this definition, capitalism had not yet reached our shores as late as the Ameri- 
can Revolution. But because Britain had turned capitalist, colonists swam in a 
capitalist sea, selling goods to English capitalists, buying goods made by wage 
workers, and seeking the aid of capitalists in financing colonies. 

Capitalist transformation began in England a century before colonization 
and by the mid-eighteenth century had spread to Scotland, Ulster, and (to a 
lesser degree) German states. Capitalists stole peasant land, consolidated the 
land they took, and leased land to improving tenants. With their profits, they 
financed commerce, manufacturing, banks, and colonial ventures. The old 
relation between lord and peasant, which had guaranteed peasant use of land, 
crumbled, and an army of surplus people tramped the countryside, looking for 
work. Displaced peasants harvested crops, spun thread and wove cloth, mined 
coal, and moved to cities. When capitalists—eager to import corn, tobacco, and 
sugar—founded colonies, former peasants were eager to move to get land. 
Living on the periphery of the capitalist world, emigrants and their descendants 
made farms and got the land capitalists had denied them at home.” 

During early modern times, hundreds of thousands of Britains and Euro- 
peans sold their possessions, left farm cottages or city hovels, and moved hun- 
dreds or thousands of miles to Ireland, Prussia, eastern Europe, and the 
Americas. Fleeing persecution or seeking opportunities, they settled thou- 
sands of square miles, setting off violent conflicts with native peoples. Far 
more seventeenth-century Britons moved to Ireland and the West Indies than 
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the mainland; more eighteenth-century Europeans moved east than west. 
Seventeenth-century English immigrants nonetheless secured a foothold on the 
coast of the New World and gradually forced Indians to leave; eighteenth- 
century Europeans repeopled a vast backcountry, stretching through the foot- 
hills and across the mountains, making new farms wherever they went. When 
land became scarce, their descendants moved inland. A constant churning thus 
engulfed the colonies, as youths and families formed new neighborhoods from 
northern New England to Georgia.? 

Traveling to America was an expensive undertaking, which the poorest folk, 
hardest hit by economic change, could rarely afford on their own. Because of 
high transportation costs and exit fines, for instance, poor eighteenth-century 
Germans rarely crossed the ocean. Although the market in indentured servants 
provided some opportunities for poor seventeenth-century Britons, immi- 
grants usually began by selling some land or other productive property. They 
spent much of the proceeds traveling to a port, and many of them still had to 
indent themselves for service in the colonies; the rest often arrived with few 
reserves. Only after accumulating property in older regions could they move to 
a frontier and procure a farm substantial enough to provide for them and their 
children.‘ 

At first, immigrants merely wanted land, but—seeing unimproved land 
spread endlessly before them—they came to expect to own it. Land prices, the 
costs of surveying land, governmental willingness to give land away, and treat- 
ment of squatters structured opportunity for landownership. While small 
farmers wanted cheap or free land, land speculators wanted an unfettered 
market where supply and demand set land prices. Colonial governments, 
caught in the middle, vacillated, sometimes giving land to farmers to contain 
the Indian threat, other times granting thousands of acres to land speculators. 
Whenever they could, small farmers got title to their land, but if land became 
too expensive or rich men refused to sell, they squatted and refused to move. 
Despite these difficulties, an astonishingly high percentage—two-thirds of colo- 
nial families—owned land. 

Once farmers got land, they worked to improve it. They sought a compe- 
tency, which they defined as the ability to grow (or trade for) most of their food, 
make most of their own clothing, and cut down most of the firewood needed 
for winter. Within the constraints of the search for competency and the mar- 
ketplace, farm husbands and wives negotiated the division of labor and figured 
out what goods they would trade with neighbors or send to market. While farm 
men (helped by wives and children) cleared land, farm women worked to feed 
and clothe the family. Vegetables from women’s gardens fed small farmer fam- 
ilies; women made the clothes the family wore and sold eggs and butter. Rela- 
tions between farm women and men were thus central to the formation and 
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preservation of small farm households. Farm men, who legally controlled their 
wives’ property, achieved economic independence by exploiting their labor, but 
neither state coercion nor cultural norms prevented conflicts between spouses.® 

No family, no matter how rich, could completely feed or clothe themselves. 
To pay taxes or buy imported sugar or coffee, farmers took surplus tobacco, 
rice, or wheat to market. Farm families used most of their cash to pay taxes or 
buy land. Such trade financed intensive barter between families. When a farm 
wife needed butter, she borrowed it from a neighbor, eventually giving thread 
in return; farm men traded corn for pork or cider for lumber. Neighbors 
helped neighbors build cabins, raise barns, or harvest corn, knowing they could 
count on the same help. Seeking always to sustain their families and provide for 
the next generation, these farmers thus made “composite” farms, combining 
household production, local exchange, and market sales.” 

I have framed this book around economic development, migration, land 
acquisition, and the relation farm families forged with the market. I begin by 
examining how English peasants organized their households; how rich English- 
men got capital to finance colonies; and how others lost their land, tramped the 
countryside, and became eager to emigrate. Chapter 1 details immigrant re- 
cruitment in seventeenth-century England and patterns of migration to the 
colonies. Once they arrived, Chapter 2 shows, colonists faced hostile Indians, 
deep forests, and a climate far more extreme than England’s. Despite the strug- 
gle with Indians, most families did get land and made it their own. As Chapter 3 
relates, during the eighteenth century, after coastal lands filled with settlers, 
colonists moved to new frontiers, chasing Indians away and improving more 
land. Chapter 4 shows who left eighteenth-century Britain and Europe and 
explains why so many peasants moved east rather than west. Turning from 
economic and demographic issues to the process of farm making, Chapter 5 
describes the gender division of labor on the farm, exchange between farm 
families, and the relation between market and household. The American Revo- 
lution, the Epilogue argues, temporarily stopped migration, ended interna- 
tional trade, thrust families into subsistence production, and ignited vicious 
partisan and Indian warfare; after the war, internal migration and farm making 
resumed and intensified. 

Building such an interpretation has become more difficult in recent years. 
Historians, who knew little about farm families a quarter-century ago, now 
swim upstream against an ocean of data—community studies, demographic 
and immigration histories, economic analysis, works about farm rebellion and 
rural faith—covering every corner of North America, Britain, and Europe. And 
newly published primary sources appear every year. 

To interpret these materials fully would take a book far longer than this one. I 
have, therefore, not included here the class identity of small farmers and have 
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played down elements of farmer identity—kinship, community, ethnicity, and 
faith—central to class formation. I will address these issues in a companion 
volume, showing how the yeoman class of Jefferson’s day—despite its origin 
deep in the history of medieval England—had made itself a new class, nurtured 
in a rich and abundant new land. That book will show how small farmers found 
a voice after revivals that swept through the colonies in the eighteenth century, 
in the new ethnic communities British and German immigrants made, and in 
repeated struggles with landlords, merchants, and rulers bent on depriving 
them of their farms. 

Recent historians have turned from master narratives such as this one to 
study small events intensively. These microhistories put a human face on big 
events, processes, and social changes; they revel at the contingency of events; 
and they draw out cultural meaning absent from structural arguments. The 
drama of Paul Revere’s ride, the story of unredeemed captive Eunice Williams 
(of Deerfield, Massachusetts), or the report of the botched abortion that killed 
Connecticut teenager Sarah Grosvenor in 1742 reveal much about politics, 
communal norms, and local culture. But one cannot assume that every farmer 
(much less farmer’s wife, servant, or slave) understood this ride, or captivity, or 
abortion in the same way. Nor can one easily jump from an abortion or night 
ride to the dreams of people who saw neither Revere nor Grosvenor, much less 
use these events to explicate an entire culture.’ 

Stories such as these should be embedded in an analysis of material condi- 
tions. The reaction of Grosvenor’s village to her abortion, the way Deerfield 
villagers coped with the loss of children to Indian captivity (and adoption), or 
the reasons villagers along Revere’s route rallied to his cause grew out of the way 
trade and local exchange, migration and settlement, Indians and climate, and 
inheritance and class relations had framed choices farmers could make. Long 
ago Karl Marx captured the ambiguity of human agency in a world of structural 
determination: “Men make their own history,” he wrote, “but they do not make 
it as they please; they do not make it under circumstances chosen by themselves, 
but under circumstances directly encountered, given and transmitted from 
the past.”? 

Big economic and demographic structures, moreover, tell a story all their 
own, one as compelling as narratives of Indian captivity, biographies of com- 
mon folk, or tales built from court cases. What could be more dramatic than 
the dispossession of thousands of families by English capitalists; the struggles of 
immigrants with Indians, bad weather, and deep forests; the rhythm of thou- 
sands of hoes and plows clearing virgin land; or the struggle for subsistence the 
violence of the Revolution brought? 

With the profusion of specialized studies and new fields—women’s history, 
African American history, Indian history, and rural history—the center of his- 
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torical understanding has collapsed. American historians have struggled to 
incorporate the findings of new fields and frame a new “master narrative,” 
replacing older political narratives; but such attempts are inevitably incom- 
plete, whether they focus on society, economy, politics, class, or gender. Each 
must include some voices but exclude others, emphasize some themes but 
minimize others. Like horses on a carousel, each surrounded by others but 
never touching, a carousel of master narratives best interprets colonial history. 
One horse on that carousel, this volume stands as a master narrative among 
others. Its focus on small farm families slights slaves, Indians, planters, land 
speculators, and merchants; its emphasis on population and economics puts 
religion, ideology, and class formation to one side.!° 

This book is remarkably different from four interpretations—each master 
narratives—published in the 1980s. Unlike the export-based model of John J. 
McCusker and Russell R. Menard’s Economy of British America, it emphasizes 
farm activity. Beginning in England, as David Hackett Fischer’s Albion’s Seed 
does, it rejects Fischer’s insistence on cultural stasis, underscoring instead how 
changes in England influenced migration and colonial development and how 
the colonial environment transformed customs migrants brought with them. 
Less comprehensive than Jack P. Greene’s Pursuits of Happiness (ignoring the 
West Indian colonies he incorporates), it emphasizes similarities among the 
colonies over Greene’s regional interpretation. Spatial organization, the meta- 
phor behind D. W. Meinig’s Shaping of America, is less important here than the 
productive relations that reshaped the environment. The small farmers who 
serve as the central actors in this volume play a major role in none of the 
previous studies. Instead, McCusker and Menard emphasize the economy; 
Fischer, immutable folkways; Greene, regional societies; and Meinig, human 
geography. 

Our story—of immigration and migration, of struggles with nature and 
Indians, and of farm making and remaking—recovers the experiences of thou- 
sands of colonists. It connects the remote past to nineteenth-century immigra- 
tion (much of it to farms) and settlement of the trans-Appalachian and trans- 
Mississippi wests. And in this era of corporate farms and agribusinesses, it 
reminds us of a lost world of small farms, home production, and neighborly 
exchange. 
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The Remaking of Rural England 




















SENSE OF CRISIS pervaded early modern England. In 1549 Sir Thomas 

Smith, Elizabethan diplomat and intellectual, tried to explain the 

“manifold complaints of men touching the decay of this Common- 

weal,” grievances shared, he thought, by rich and poor: “Dearth 

[high prices] of all things though there be scarcity of nothing, desolation of 

counties by enclosures [of crop land into pasture], desolation of counties towns 

for lack of occupation and crafts, and division of opinions in matters of religion 

hale [drag] men to and fro and make them contend one against another.” A 

century and a half of economic development intensified the problem. Crisis 

bred rebellion; enclosure, Arthur Standish wrote at the time of the 1607 Mid- 

lands Revolt, had made wheat “too deare a rate for the poor Artificer [artisan] 

and labouring man; by which dearth, too oft ariseth discontentments, and 

mutinies among the common sort.” In 1688 Gregory King calculated that just 

over half the families in England—seamen, laborers, cottagers (who rented 

a small house and garden), paupers, and soldiers—earned less money than 

needed for bare subsistence, thereby requiring public aid and decreasing “the 
wealth of the Kingdom.”! 

Peasants and rural laborers agreed. Some Hampshire peasants complained in 
1579 that “a piece of our common and heathe” had been “ditched and hedged 
and enclosed and planted with willows,” displacing “our cattle, which have 
hitherto many yeares past prospered verie well . . .;—wherefore we desire it [the 
hedge] be pulled down again and levelled” or “in short time yt will be taken 
from our common to some particular man’s use, which were lamentable and 
pitiable and not sufferable. For as our ancestors of their great care and travail 
have provided that and like other many benefits for their successors, so we 
thinke it our dutie . . . to keepe, uphold, and maintain” our right “for our 


posteritie to come, without diminishing any parcel or part from yt.” These 
peasants captured the sources of the discontent of common people. They had 
enjoyed rights to the commons since time immemorial, inheriting it from their 
ancestors. Clearly rejecting individual ownership of communal property, they 
viewed the commons as a collective entitlement. By reducing resources needed 
for subsistence, enclosure raised an unstated (but real) fear of dispossession.? 

People in all ages have protested poverty and inequity, but these complaints 
reflect great economic change. All around them, peasants like those in Hamp- 
shire saw the dissolution of their world. Rich men had enclosed their lands, 
forcing many of them into wage labor. The rapid inflation of prices but slower 
growth of wages had reduced many a laboring family to poverty. Transients 
tramped the countryside, working when they could and stealing for their bread 
when they could not work. Dispossessed peasants flocked to towns, where they 
struggled to earn a living; husbands sometimes deserted their wives, leaving 
them to support themselves and their children with the meager wages they 
could get from spinning.* 

At the same time, trade and manufacturing grew, busy market centers devel- 
oped, London’s population skyrocketed, and improved transportation inte- 
grated markets. Per capita gross domestic product grew as much as 1.6 percent a 
year, nearly as high as during the industrial revolution. Despite intermittent 
depressions, by the mid-seventeenth century, if not earlier, England produced 
surpluses of food and clothing. Landlords and improving tenants developed 
their lands, draining swamps and growing new crops, thereby increasing farm 
productivity. As networks for distributing goods improved, subsistence crises 
diminished and then disappeared, for even in times of dearth, food could be 
imported from elsewhere. Not surprisingly, while poverty increased, many 
families prospered.* 

Such stories of poverty amid prosperity permeate the history of early mod- 
ern England. We will plumb these stories, paying special attention to the dis- 
possession of the peasantry and changes in the relations of men and women 
in rural households. This will not only uncover reasons families might have 
wanted to leave England but suggest their expectations once they arrived in the 
New World. As we shall see, the kinds of households English migrants to North 
America made, the markets they developed, and their responses to Indians and 
the physical environment in America all grew out of their English experiences.° 


The Medieval Legacy 


The Hampshire peasants remembered the prosperity of late medieval England 
after the Black Death—the plague and subsequent epidemics during the mid- 
fourteenth century—had reduced population and serfdom had withered away. 
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They perhaps had heard the “Ballad of a Tyrannical Husband,” well known by 
the late fifteenth century. The song laid bare the abundance of the time. “The 
goodman and his lad to the plough are gone,” the balladeer sang, while “the 
goodwife had much to do, and servant she had none.” When he came home 
“early in the day” and demanded his dinner, his wife complained about her 
duties. She lay “all night awake with our child,” rose early, and found “our 
house chaotic.” While her husband slept, she milked their “cows and turn[ed] 
them out in the field.” Later she made butter and cheese, fed the chickens, 
tended the hens and ducks, baked and brewed, carded wool and spun flax, fed 
“our beasts,’ and made the midday meal. Belittling her labor as unnecessary, 
her husband “began to chide,” groaning about his own labors. “Damn you! I 
wish you would go all day to plough with me, / To walk the clods that are wet 
and boggy, / Then you would know what it is to be a ploughman.” 

Passed from generation to generation, folk memories like these told of high 
wages, widespread landholding, and peasant independence. The tyrannical 
husband was a lucky man. He not only held enough land to raise crops but had 
rights to pasture animals on the commons. The joint labor of wife, husband, 
and servant—the cultivation of grain and flax and the keeping of all kinds of 
fowl and livestock, including milk cows—made nearly enough for subsistence. 
Peasants strove to reduce their dependence on barter and sale. The goodwife 
insisted she had to spin, card, and weave. “Either I make a piece of linen and 
woolen cloth once a year / In order to clothe ourselves and our children,” 
claimed she, “Or else we should go to the market and buy it very dear.” Tellingly, 
the balladeer neglected the relations between lord and peasant. Although feudal 
lords had controlled the political order, taking surpluses from peasants, long- 
remembered custom enforced in manorial courts limited the fees such lords 
could impose.° 

To understand these folk memories, it is crucial to delve into medieval times. 
We will emphasize elements of those times—the characteristics of peasant 
households and the economics of the peasant farm—most critical in shaping 
folk memory and the ways English families understood the changes of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Remarkably, colonists replicated many 
characteristics of medieval peasant farms. Knowing how much recent events 
had debased their lives, seventeenth-century English emigrants looked back on 
a supposedly more prosperous time and sought to remake it in America.” 

The folk memories of later emigrants began with changes in the late four- 
teenth century. Peasant poverty had characterized earlier times. For several 
centuries before the Black Death, the population of England had been rising. As 
land grew scarce, peasants divided it into smaller and smaller plots; two-fifths 
or more of them often held less than 7.5 acres. Close to half the men held no 
land but worked as day laborers for lords or landed peasants. At the same time, 
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landlords raised rents and demanded labor from peasant families (many of 
whom were still serfs) to work the land (the demesne), and the cost of both 
food and clothing doubled. Peasant resistance to increased appropriation of 
their labor and surpluses was common but unavailing, given the dense popula- 
tion and the power of the lords. Profits flowed from peasant to lord. Unable to 
challenge the lords’ growing power, peasants survived only by turning pasture 
into arable land and farming more intensively the small plots they inherited or 
could procure. Richer peasants took advantage of the improved markets popu- 
lation growth brought, buying or leasing land, hiring poor peasants to work 
their land, and selling surpluses at the growing number of market towns and 
agricultural fairs. Most peasants, however, owning too little land for subsistence 
and unable to increase farm production or pasture additional animals, turned 
to wage labor, learned a craft, and postponed or avoided marriage.’ 

The Black Death reduced the English population by at least a third and 
probably half. Some places lost three-fifths of their populace to the disease. 
Even by the early sixteenth century, the population had not fully recovered. 
Because the population declined so much, the quantity of land under cultiva- 
tion dropped by a quarter or more, and many lords turned arable land into 
pasture, at times doubling the number of animals, especially sheep and cattle 
rather than milk cows, which required greater labor. On some estates, tens of 
thousands of sheep replaced tenants who had died of plague. Areas like Nor- 
folk, where arable farming intensified, nonetheless emphasized dairy cattle, 
sheep, and swine far more than they had before the plague. The great reduction 
in population changed relations between lords and peasants, giving those peas- 
ants who survived the upper hand in struggles over peasant surpluses. Profits 
stayed within peasant households. Notwithstanding attempts by national au- 
thorities to control wages and maintain rents, wages rose and rents fell during 
the century after the plague.’ 

Before the plague, at least half, and probably more, of the peasants had been 
serfs, an unfree state that tied them to the land and the lord. Serfdom withered 
away after the plague and disappeared entirely by the end of the fifteenth 
century. Most peasants, whether serf or free, were smallholders; but free men, 
unlike serfs, could move without the lord’s permission, sell and buy land at will, 
gain secure access to common pastures, and bargain for lower rents and re- 
duced fees at times of family need or crisis, such as marriage, land buying, and 
death. Insisting that they were free men, serfs regularly revolted, and the eco- 
nomic openness of the post-plague era completed their emancipation. As the 
holdings of richer peasants grew, they competed with the lord for labor, forcing 
wages up and encouraging serfs to abandon land constrained by feudal dues. To 
entice new tenants or get men to work their fields, lords had to reduce rents, 
eliminate servile payments, and pay wages. With so many opportunities for 
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land and higher wages, free laborers preferred to contract for work by the day. 
To coerce wage laborers, lords tried—with little success—to enforce long-term 
contracts with threats of imprisonment. They were forced, however, either to 
pay day laborers the prevailing wage or to add food and drink to the wage and 
give annual workers land, pasture rights, and clothing, thus making them 
independent producers.!° 

John Gower, a Kent manor lord, captured the changed relations between 
peasant and lord in an essay written in the 1370s. Peasant workers, formerly 
pliant and agreeable, had become “sluggish,” “scarce,” and “grasping. For the 
very little they do they demand the highest pay. . . . Yet a short time ago one 
performed more [labor] service than three do now.” Not only did they refuse to 
work as servants or sign a yearly contract; they wanted “the leisures of great 
men.” When he hired workers “for even a day’s pay,” they labored “now here, 
now there, now for myself, now for you.” Because such a man was hired as a 
member of the household, “he scorns all ordinary food. ... He grumbles . . . 
and he will not return tomorrow unless you provide something better.” ™! 

What kind of farms did peasants cultivate in the fifteenth century? They held 
ten to about thirty acres, much more than earlier, under secure land tenure, 
paying rent to the lord, buying more land when needed, and bequeathing land 
to their children. Like the tyrannical husband, they mostly used family labor, 
perhaps hiring laborers at planting and harvest. As population declined, mar- 
keting diminished, but peasants still took surpluses to the remaining markets. 
Even the poorest landholders enjoyed rights to commons, which allowed them 
to pasture livestock. 

Only access to land could make possible the degree of self-sufficiency the ty- 
rannical husband achieved. Under feudal land tenure, which persisted through 
the medieval era, no one owned land as private property (except, perhaps, the 
owners of freehold land, which was available only in a few places). Neither 
peasants nor lords could fully alienate land or keep the other from it. Rather, 
peasants and lords had differing use rights to land. In return for the payment of 
rent, fees, or (less often) labor service, peasants could grow crops and graze 
livestock on land held collectively by the village. Upon payment of fees, peas- 
ants could bequeath these rights and use the land as collateral for loans. Lords 
not only owned the demesne, which they worked with peasants whose labor 
services they demanded or, more commonly, leased to richer peasants, but also 
had the right to demand rent from peasants for using other manorial land. 
They could not, however, evict peasants and hire wage laborers to work their 
holdings." 

The feudal land system, combined with a vigorous land market, allowed 
more and more peasants to get land, to consolidate their holdings, or to ac- 
cumulate land for their heirs. Land markets had developed long before the 
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Black Death. Peasants had often transferred small parcels of land (one or two 
acres) to kindred or close neighbors, keeping the rest for the family. Since so 
many close relations died during the plague, the proportion of land transferred 
to neighbors, more remote kin (such as in-laws), and strangers increased in the 
late fourteenth century. Because so many fewer families sought land, tenants 
often consolidated their holdings, and the proportion of large holders (thirty or 
more acres) often increased. Fathers on occasion ordered land sold (and the 
proceeds distributed to heirs) rather than given to a son; others bequeathed 
land to the church, bringing more land onto the market. Since land remained 
widely available but potential tenants scarce, peasant sellers sometimes granted 
mortgages, thus allowing poorer families to buy it. To be sure, land sales and 
inheritance did not change ownership of land (which stayed with the lord), but 
they transferred use rights the landlord had to acknowledge after the proper 
fees were paid.¥ 

The huge quantities of vacant land that came on the market provided new 
opportunities for landless peasants. Complex exchanges of land among villag- 
ers ensured that families held enough for subsistence, but no more land than 
they could farm with their own labor. When sons came of age and needed land, 
fathers repurchased family land sold earlier; alternatively, sons took up land 
deceased kindred had farmed in nearby villages. Landless artisans bought plots 
peasants placed on the market; some cottagers and poorer peasants accumu- 
lated land, becoming middling peasants; middling peasants acquired more 
lands; and richer peasants increased, consolidated, and enclosed their holdings 
and specialized in sheepherding. Inequality thereby increased, and differences 
in wealth among peasant families appeared; but even so, the differences among 
peasant holdings were small, ranging from thirty to fifty acres for rich peasants 
to fifteen acres for middling ones." 

Soon after a young couple married, they probably acquired land and began 
farming. Some took over (or inherited) land, chattels, and personal property. 
Families strove to accumulate land or rights to commons and livestock suffi- 
cient to ensure the survival of the household and pay feudal dues. Even the 
poorest cottager could afford to build or rent the small houses (450—675 square 
feet) found in most villages, and better-off peasants built larger, permanent 
homes and small bake houses, barns, and granaries. Although each farm family 
had its own house, land, and livestock, it thrived only by cooperating with the 
peasant community and the manorial lord. The success of the farm thus de- 
pended not only on the particular labor of each member of the farm family but 
on decisions about crops and livestock the peasants made collectively and on 
the price their goods received in local markets. We will examine each of these 
issues in turn." 

Peasant men and women alike labored to make food, clothing, and shelter. 
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Women’s tasks centered near the house, while men worked mostly in the fields. 
Men plowed, planted, and harvested grain crops; herded livestock; and col- 
lected wood, sometimes taking up craft work in slack times. They handled fam- 
ily finances and represented the family at the manorial court. Richer men dom- 
inated village baking, butchery, and brewing. Women fetched water, washed, 
cooked, milked cows, made butter and cheese, fed poultry, sheared sheep, spun 
thread, wove cloth, and cared for children. Although the farmyard—containing 
ovens, wells, barns, vegetable gardens, and brewing vats—was a center of female 
economic activity, peasant wives had important roles in cultivating grain. They 
occasionally drove plow oxen; they harvested grain with sickles as often as men 
and gleaned harvested fields more often. Like their husbands, women had to 
help gather the lord’s crops. On occasion women, especially widows, appeared 
at the manorial court in civil suits or land transactions, and a few worked as 
brewers, bakers, petty retailers, and creditors." 

Family members (often just parents and two small children) provided nearly 
all the labor needed on the farm; once the children of poorer peasants reached 
adolescence, many left home to work as servants in towns or in husbandry, 
reducing the farm’s permanent labor force to husband and wife. Although only 
the richest peasants (15 percent in 1377) could afford to employ live-in servants- 
in-husbandry, peasant families readily hired harvest labor. Attracted by rapidly 
rising wages, as many as a third of late-fourteenth- and fifteenth-century 
peasants—women as often as men—worked for wages. But few of them, except 
near London, resorted to permanent wage labor, since a mere laborer, lacking 
even a cottage garden, could fall into abject poverty and face hunger. Most wage 
workers, embedded in local communities, took whatever jobs were available at 
home or in nearby villages, working by day in carpentry, plowing, brewing, or 
harvesting, depending on the season. Cottagers and even middling peasants 
sometimes worked for wages to supplement what they could make on their 
land. Even landed peasants who hired labor often worked for hire at harvest 
time, getting cash to pay rents, taxes, and feudal dues. Landholding husbands 
and wives engaged in harvest labor, sometimes together, sometimes moving 
about the countryside in different circuits.!” 

Within the peasant household, the father and husband held the preeminent 
position, but neither women nor men could escape the lord’s power. This 
double bond constrained the behavior of peasant women. A father often ar- 
ranged his daughter’s marriage, thwarting her voluntary choice, and then asked 
the lord’s permission for her to marry. Before the marriage, families of bride 
and groom arranged property transfers (the woman’s dowry; the man’s land). 
Understanding that a peasant farm could succeed only if husband and wife 
cooperated, wives followed the dictates of their husbands and in return received 
food and clothing. Only 1 or 2 percent of peasant marriages ended in recrimina- 
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tions, adultery, or separation. Lords demanded labor from them and collected 
merchet, the demeaning marriage tax, from every landholding serf. To protect 
his labor supply and control inheritance of manorial land, the lord charged less 
when a woman married a manor resident than when she wed an outsider or 
landed freeman. 

The condition of peasant women may have improved after the plague. Wid- 
ows could hold land, and when land availability increased, the pressure on 
heiresses to remarry diminished, leaving widows with more land. Wives, more- 
over, gradually gained greater control over land through devices such as joint 
ownership. As the labor supply grew scarce, unmarried women gained new 
opportunities to work as agricultural laborers and as servants to town artisans 
or petty retailers. Notwithstanding their exclusion from highly paid work, 
they earned as much as men did for identical labor. Since they could accumu- 
late savings, more women postponed marriage until their mid-twenties and 
paid merchet themselves, thereby gaining some control over their marriage 
decisions.’* 

Although peasants farmed independently, most had to cooperate with neigh- 
bors. Peasants who lived in open-field regions—over half of England’s land in 
the early sixteenth-century and nearly all good crop land in the midlands and 
the south—held strips of land scattered over a manor or village. (Pastoral lands 
in the north and much of East Anglia had always been enclosed in compact 
farms.) Since they owned adjacent strips, peasants plowed and harvested land 
communally, sharing oxen and agreeing about the grazing of livestock, the 
cultivation of grain, the timing and organization of harvest labor, the rules for 
gleaning the stubble, and the time fields were to be left fallow. They enjoyed 
rights to the commons, where they could graze their livestock and collect 
berries and nuts, peat or wood for heating or construction, and bracken for 
bedding or thatch. In surrounding forests, common rights extended to building 
materials, firewood, and livestock pasturage (grass and acorns). Even cottagers, 
who had legal rights only to a house and a garden, often used the commons. 
Richer and middling peasants in open-field villages enforced agreements they 
made about land use in the manorial court or village meeting—institutions 
they controlled—and publicly humiliated villagers who refused to conform. 
This system developed slowly, but by the fifteenth century all the elements—the 
strip system, commons, field rotations, and communal assemblies—were firmly 
established in open-field regions. 

Fifteenth-century peasant communities extended to nearby market towns. 
Peasants needed cash to pay rent, fees, and feudal dues and to buy what they 
could neither make nor get through barter. Unsurprisingly, market towns, 
organized for the sale of farm surpluses, were ubiquitous in medieval England. 
Although marginal markets (as many as half the total) atrophied after the Black 
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Death, others expanded their business, taking advantage of the increased sale 
of livestock. Peasants traded in a five- to ten-mile circuit; itinerant traders 
tramped from market to market on a regular route. Poor peasants walked to 
town markets to hawk dairy products, and better-off peasants, who owned 
horses, rode there to sell produce and buy consumer goods. Women sold 
produce, butter, eggs, hens, and ale; men bought and sold pigs, leather, beef, 
wheat, and wool and cloth, often incurring small debts in the process. Loaning 
and borrowing money and labor to finance purchases, neighboring villagers 
established complex credit networks, sustained more often by mutuality than 
by class patronage; richer and middling peasants traveled beyond the village to 
sell and buy goods. Such growth of markets does not mean that a market 
economy, where supply and demand determined price, permeated medieval 
society. Only a small portion of the output entered regional commodity mar- 
kets. Most peasant women and men engaged in small-scale exchange within 
their own village, trading butter for bread or swapping household goods.”° 

As more land became available and labor grew more scarce after the Black 
Death, peasants moved more often, usually over short distances (twenty miles 
or less), searching for land or work on the best terms. When lords attempted to 
pay laborers the rates mandated by law, the workers would “take flight and 
suddenly leave their employment and district” and “go from master to master 
as soon as they are displeased about any matter.” Peasants thereby abandoned a 
few villages and left others with a tiny fraction of their people. But migrants 
usually replaced departing peasants, thereby maintaining village populations, 
albeit at a much lower level than before the plague. As surviving kindred moved 
around the countryside, extensive kinship networks, covering adjacent villages, 
developed. Marriage between people from different villages became common, 
and newlyweds settled on lands with the most advantageous terms. Over a 
lifetime, middling and rich peasants often held land and established ties to 
families in several villages. Poorer peasants and youths moved as well, not only 
to find land but to take advantage of rising wages and growing opportunities to 
work as servants-in-husbandry or replace artisans who had died. These mi- 
grants, many of whom may have owned a bit of land in their home villages, 
tramped a circuit of several miles, planting and harvesting crops or working as 
artisans.?! 

After a downturn in the wake of the plague, per capita income and gross 
domestic product grew, at a low rate, between 1300 and 1470. This greater 
income allowed fifteenth-century peasants and laborers to improve their stan- 
dard of living.” Improvements in diet illuminate the trend. Before the Black 
Death, most peasants drank water and ate bread (made of beans and barley) 
and pottage (a thick vegetable soup) along with a little meat and game they 
poached from forests and game reserves. With greater access to land, more 


THE REMAKING OF RURAL ENGLAND 


15 


peasants and cottagers grew food, especially grains and vegetables, and laborers 
demanded better food from employers as part of their wage. Catering to more 
refined peasant tastes, big producers retained wheat acreage but reduced acre- 
age for cheaper grains. As landlords turned arable land into pasture, more 
mutton, pork, and beef reached village markets. Village bakers and butchers 
thereby supplemented what peasants made. Since wages rose faster than the 
price of grain, cheese, and meat, laborers improved their diet as well. Rural folk 
ate less bread, and nearly everyone had a varied diet of white (wheaten) bread, 
milk, cheese, eggs, ale, beans, vegetables (cabbage, onions), fish, and meat.” 
By 1500, peasants had successfully challenged the economic basis of feudal- 
ism: serfdom had disintegrated, rents had declined, and wages had jumped. At 
the same time, poverty among peasants had increased, some land had been 
enclosed, and geographic movement and wage labor may have risen. But feu- 
dalism as a legal system remained largely intact: lords still collected payments 
from peasants; peasants, who held the vast majority of England’s lands, still 
participated in manorial courts. The regulation of common fields strengthened 
in many open-field villages; traditional village hierarchies, with their recipro- 
cal if unequal class relations, remained in place. However, such feudal classes 
and the peasant communities they supported collapsed as capitalism spread 
through the countryside. By the seventeenth century, only folk memories of 
secure peasant life and a craving to somehow re-create that world remained.” 


The English Road to Agrarian Capitalism 


Midlands peasants, furious at enclosure, explained their 1607 revolt in a moving 
petition. “Wee . . . doe feele the smart of these incroaching Tirants [enclosing 
landlords] which would grind our flesh upon the whetstone of poverty” for the 
benefit of their “Hearde of fatt whethers.” The landlords had “depopulated and 
overthrown whole Townes and made thereof sheep pastures nothing profitable 
for our commonwealth. For the common Fields being layd open,” they insisted, 
“would yield as much commodity, besides the increase of corne, on which 
stands our life.” Despite protests, enclosures stayed. Commoners thrown off the 
land could have recourse only to wage labor. In the late 1620s, when Spain 
prohibited the import of some kinds of cloth, 40,000 to 50,000 Essex County 
cloth workers faced destitution. Those “who live by those manufactures” could 
not “subsist unlesse they bee continually sett on worke and weekly paied,” they 
insisted in a 1629 petition to the king; many “cannot support themselves and 
their miserable families unless they receive their wages everie night.” With 
neither work nor credit, they urged public aid “to give some order and direc- 
tion by which many thousand of your poor and faithful subjects may be pre- 
served from utter perishing.”?5 
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The plight of the Midland peasants and the Essex County cloth workers 
illustrates the speed of England’s economic transformation. In 1579, when the 
Hampshire peasants had urged that enclosed land on their manors be thrown 
open, most peasants still held land. Less than a century later, landlords had 
evicted growing numbers of peasants, who were then forced to work for wages, 
and those who still held land feared a similar fate. For more and more English- 
men, the reality of landholding receded into folk memory. But their yearning 
for land remained strong. This history of the dispossession of English peasants 
is essential to our story, for it illuminates the desire for communal rights, famil- 
ial self-sufficiency, and independence shared by nearly all those who crossed the 
Atlantic. 

The process that began with landlord expropriation of peasant land con- 
stituted a “transition from feudalism to capitalism.” Landlords (and the im- 
proving farmers to whom they leased big farms) made enough food to permit 
towns to grow and to support an increasing population with little or no access 
to land. Former peasants worked as rural wage laborers or moved from farm to 
town. Landlords and merchants took up manufacturing, hiring the dispos- 
sessed peasants to spin, weave, or mine coal. Rural (and city) industry thereby 
increased. These changes turned peasants into workers, allowing them to con- 
trol their work but not the fruits of their labor.”® 

Capitalism began with enclosure of open fields and the elimination of com- 
mons. After the Black Death, rich peasants had consolidated and enclosed their 
plots, but the perpetuation of common rights assured subsistence for all. In 
contrast, sixteenth- and seventeenth-century enclosures extinguished common 
rights by distributing commons to landholders. By “giving the Earth to some, 
and the denying the Earth to others,” in Digger Gerrard Winstanley’s 1649 
words, enclosers created private property. “Fence well,” William Lawson wrote 
in 1618, “therefore let your plot be wholly in your own power.” Land became a 
commodity rather than a bundle of use-rights. Where feudal landlords only 
had the right to a revenue from their lands, capitalist landlords, unconstrained 
by communal demands or the cries of the evicted, surveyed and mapped their 
land to determine its bounds, sold their property, adopted specialized agricul- 
ture, charged market rents, and reduced long-term tenants to short-term lease- 
holders or evicted cottagers. The extinction of common right and the spread of 
private property discomforted traditional gentlemen. After enclosures, Bishop 
Hugh Latimer asked in a 1548 sermon, “what man will let go or diminish his 
private commodity, for a common wealth?” He added, “Who will susteine any 
damage for the respect of a publique commodity?”?” 

Landlords and rich tenants used enclosures to consolidate their economic 
power. When land was enclosed, landholders (but not cottagers) received small, 
consolidated farms, but everyone lost their rights to commons. Between 1541 
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and 1600, the population of England rose by nearly half, from 2.8 to 4.1 million, 
and it grew by another quarter to 5.3 million by 1651. This population explosion 
provided ample opportunity for landlords to reverse the good fortune peasants 
enjoyed after the Black Death and to take advantage of growing urban markets 
for food. When the population had grown in the thirteenth century, small- 
holders had cultivated marginal land and subdivided their plots ever more 
minutely. Now landlords enclosed common fields, pastures, and wasteland, 
sometimes evicting peasants into the winter cold and on occasion laying whole 
villages waste. Landlords usually sought the approval of the larger landholders 
but rarely the smallholders, much less the growing numbers of cottagers.”* 

Although only 4 percent of land in open fields was enclosed in the sixteenth 
century, any enclosure, by eliminating common rights, reduced opportunities 
for smallholders and threw cottagers off the land. In the Midlands, in particu- 
lar, landlords enclosed a fifth of the cultivated land between 1485 and 1607, 
dispossessing innumerable peasants, often replacing them with thousands of 
sheep. In the seventeenth century, enclosures covered a quarter of all the land in 
England—almost half of the land held in open fields in 1600—and further 
reduced opportunities for peasants. Despite enclosures, however, open fields 
still predominated in nearly a third of England at century’s end. Like their 
ancestors, poor families in these places continued to rely on access to commons 
and wasteland to guarantee their subsistence and on local government to sus- 
tain their rights to land.” 

Landlords not only enclosed land but reduced traditional land tenure to 
short-term leases. Freeholders and tenants in open-field villages had paid a 
fixed, customary rent to the lord. In the inflation of the century after 1540 
(when prices more than doubled), peasants with customary rents—especially 
the big farmers who produced for the market—gained at the expense of land- 
lords and poorer peasants. Entrepreneurial landlords, seeking to regain lost 
profit, reduced the security of those still on the land, imposing short-term 
leases or much higher rents or, if raising rents proved impossible, demanding 
high fees or payment in commodities rather than cash.°° 

Enclosure erased all rights to commons and wasteland. Communal rights to 
the commons (pasture, forest, and wasteland) had guaranteed small land- 
holders and cottagers alike subsistence beyond the grain they made. The com- 
mons had supplemented wages cottagers and small landholders earned and the 
produce of peasants’ fields and cottagers’ gardens. Grazing rights, guaranteed to 
tenants and bought with a pittance by cottagers, gave the family milk, butter, 
wool, dung (for fertilizer), and lighting (meadow rushes). Common rights to 
forests yielded game animals, fish, fruit, berries, green vegetables, edible roots, 
fodder, medicinal herbs, building materials (timber, clay, and thatch), wood 
(for furniture and kitchen implements), and fuel (firewood and peat). In addi- 
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tion, peasants and cottagers sold surplus meat and wool from commons pas- 
tures and some of the forest products they gathered. Peasant communities 
jealously guarded rights to commons, limiting them to manorial residents. 
These rights became even more essential in the sixteenth and seventeenth cen- 
turies, when the price of food grains skyrocketed and the size of farms plum- 
meted, leading villages to limit access to residents. The continuation of a part of 
the commons preserved some of these rights.! 

Peasants feared the loss of their rights to commons more than enclosure of 
open fields, for many did receive small plots of land after enclosure. Men who 
farmed fewer than twenty acres (two-thirds of those with land) had too little to 
come close to self-sufficiency and could feed their families only when they had 
rights to commons.” Cottagers, in contrast, could lose all access to land, in- 
cluding their gardens, after enclosure. Although early-sixteenth-century cot- 
tagers and wage laborers retained some land, their rights to commons dimin- 
ished thereafter. When cottagers and smallholders lost these rights, they had to 
buy more (if not all) of their food and clothing at a time of rising food prices 
and stagnant wages. To subsist, they fell into wage labor, harvesting grain or 
working in mines or forests. Given the low wages men received and the unem- 
ployment (often lasting half a year) they suffered, women had to work as well, 
joining husbands and brothers in grainfields and working at home as spinners 
for clothiers, on occasion even doing construction or casual labor in town, 
weeding gardens, cleaning streets, or working as domestic servants.** 

As wage levels fell in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, the 
standard of living for laborers and cottagers plummeted. They had to use most 
of their cash, garden crops, and milk to buy bread and clothing. Laborers some- 
times found it nearly impossible to subsist, even if the whole family worked. 
Some laborers (but not their families) received food and drink as part of their 
wages; a few probably kept fowl or a pig, and cottagers, of course, produced 
much of their own food. Nonetheless, poor landless families ate bread and 
porridge, on occasion supplemented by milk, ale, cheese, eggs, or cheap meat— 
a far less bountiful diet than that of medieval peasants or contemporary landed 
families, which included puddings, butter, cheese, fish, and meat of all kinds. In 
good times, laborers suffered malnutrition; in times of dearth, many died, and 
others stole food or joined in food riots.” 

Understanding the critical importance of land in a time of higher prices and 
dispossession, peasants increasingly kept land in their families rather than 
selling it to strangers, as a case study of Earls Colne (in East Anglian Essex) 
shows. From the mid-sixteenth to the mid-seventeenth century, village land 
typically stayed in the family, nine-tenths of the time passed from husband to 
wife, father to child, or grandfather to grandchild. Families typically held on to 
the land for three generations (roughly eighty years). Those with larger hold- 
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ings kept land within the family far more successfully than cottagers and small- 
holders, who regularly lost family land they had mortgaged to stay afloat; at 
best, they sold their traditional rights to land and then sublet it.” 

A minority of rural English families benefited from enclosures. Enterprising 
peasants rented large farms and turned to specialized market agriculture; gen- 
tlemen and other rich peasants (and even some smallholders) leased much of 
their land to other peasants. Enclosure—along with the draining of fens, greater 
manuring and the reduction of fallows, and perhaps the rising productivity of 
day labor—led to a modest increase in cereal yields; turning more acreage over 
to fodder crops, large-scale farmers raised far more cattle, swine, and (proba- 
bly) sheep. Such agricultural improvement allowed landlords and their major 
tenants to enjoy higher income and an improved standard of living, but at 
the same time it led to more enclosures. After enclosing the land, landlords 
consolidated their estates, imposed higher rents, leased farms to tenants, and 
hired wage laborers. They fenced in their holdings and expropriated wasteland, 
keeping animals of other farmers out and evicting land-poor cottagers. When 
evicted families squatted on wasteland, improving landlords often claimed 
these lands and forced the squatters into full-time wage labor.** 

Yeomen benefited the most from enclosures. These commercially oriented 
landholders farmed 50 to 100 acres. They constituted a small group—a fifteenth 
of Gloucestershire’s male household heads in 1608, at most a tenth of the late- 
seventeenth-century population. Only in farm villages with little rural industry 
did yeomen head as many as a fifth of the households.*” The richest yeomen, 
chief tenants of gentlemen and the direct employers of cottagers and farm 
laborers, became well-off commercial farmers. They exchanged parcels vig- 
orously, accumulated land, produced large surpluses for expanding markets, 
borrowed large sums of money from gentlemen or rich kindred to improve 
their estates, extended credit to one another, augmented their income through 
artisan trades, invested in industry, and apprenticed their sons to merchants or 
wealthy craftsmen.** 

The ability of rich yeomen to get property and emulate gentlemen excited 
hostile comment. In 1577 William Harrison remarked that yeomen had “a 
certain preheminence . . . and commonlie live wealthilie, keepe good houses, 
and trauell [work] to get riches.” By “grasing, frequenting of markets, and 
keeping of servants [who] get both their owne and part of their masters living,” 
they came to great “welth,” which they used to “buie the lands of unthriftie 
gentlemen.” By educating their sons or “leaving them sufficient land where- 
upon they may live without labour,” they turned their progeny into gentlemen. 
“Not contented . . . to be counted yeomen,” Thomas Wilson added in 1600, they 
“skipp into his velvett breches and silken dublett” and thereafter “skorne to be 
called any other than gentleman.” Most yeomen acquired less wealth; nonethe- 
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less, they lived more comfortably than rich medieval peasants or contemporary 
artisans, building estates worth £100—£200 and earning £50 or more a year, 
twice that of independent artisans.*? 

The significance of the yeoman class extended beyond its small size. Many 
failed to buy land, preferring to rent from gentlemen. They spent much of what 
they earned from specialized production of market crops on rebuilding their 
houses and furnishing them with an ever increasing quantity of consumer 
goods. As their demand for consumer goods rose, the variety and quantity of 
cloth and stockings and glassware and ceramics sold by village craftsmen, local 
storekeepers, or peddlers rose as well. Yeomen thereby sustained rural man- 
ufacturing, leading to the employment of men and women thrown off the land 
as textile workers, rural artisans, and peddlers.*° 

If yeomen prospered, husbandmen (who held five to at most fifty acres) and 
cottagers struggled to maintain a foothold on the land. Sustained by the im- 
provement of wasteland, partible inheritance, and the perpetuation of open 
fields in many places, smallholders and cottagers proliferated between 1560 and 
1640. Families improved vast quantities of wasteland and forest, especially in 
the thinly populated North; others in pastoral regions rented ten acres of 
cropland and ten to twenty acres of pasture and raised cattle, sheep, and horses. 
Evicted cottagers often squatted on unclaimed wasteland. Fathers with land 
divided their holdings among their sons. Although rich yeomen might give 
whole farms to several sons, land division by husbandmen inevitably led to a 
multiplication of tiny holdings often no larger than a cottage and an acre. Even 
when the eldest or youngest son received the bulk of his father’s land, other 
siblings inherited a cottage or profits from the estate, divided the personal 
property with the widow, or received their portions from the inheriting son, an 
act that sometimes forced him to sell the land. Sons of cottagers and small 
landholders in most places bought or rented a tiny sliver of land; most, lacking a 
landed patrimony, rented a cottage and combined vegetable gardening and 
herding with an artisanal craft.*! 

Landed families took advantage of higher prices and improved markets for 
grain. Grain prices multiplied more than four times between 1550 and 1640, 1.6 
times faster than the wages landholders paid. Not only did some 760 market 
towns still survive, but most of them attained substantial size, becoming centers 
for the distribution and sale of wheat, or specializing in particular commodi- 
ties—butter or cheese or cattle or sheep—some brought in from great distances. 
Private marketing expanded greatly as well, providing additional opportunities 
for gentlemen and yeomen (but rarely small-holding husbandmen) to sell their 
wares. Buttressed by an extensive and growing network of roads, London mar- 
kets (both public and private) attracted innumerable gentry and yeoman sellers 
to feed the city’s multiplying populace.” 
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By the mid-seventeenth century the peasantry had disappeared, and a new 
class structure of improving landlords, capitalist tenants, and wage laborers had 
spread over much of southern England. As early as the 1520s, appreciable 
numbers of cottagers and landless laborers, numbering at least a tenth of the 
householders, populated the countryside and especially the industrial villages. 
Thereafter English population and enclosures grew too fast for land division 
and settlement on wasteland to provide farms for many sons of husbandmen. 
Small landholders, evicted by landlords or unable to repay loans from larger 
operators, lost their land at a high rate. The proportion of cottagers and wage 
laborers among household heads grew from one-quarter before 1560 to two- 
fifths by 1620, and at the same time the proportion of small-holding hus- 
bandmen dropped from about two-fifths to less than one-third.“* During 
the 1650s only half of the men in three Lancashire villages worked in agricul- 
ture, while two-fifths worked in the textile industry. By 1688 only a quarter of 
rural families—gentlemen, yeomen, husbandmen, clergymen, and some shop- 
keepers—leased or owned land. Half were cottagers, landless farm laborers, or 
vagrants, and one-seventh worked exclusively in textiles, mining, and other 
village industries. At least a third of late-seventeenth-century rural families 
lacked even a cottager’s garden and survived exclusively on the wages of family 
members, including children and wives.*° 

No matter how poor, smallholder and cottager families with access to land, 
especially those with kinfolk nearby, remained members of a rural community 
and fully participated in its social and religious life. Smallholders and landless 
families in Willingham (two-thirds of the total by 1603) not only witnessed one 
another’s wills but those of their economic superiors. Rich folk sometimes 
showered their less fortunate cousins or neighbors with jobs and loans; some 
poor youths leased a sliver of land from kinfolk or got a tiny inheritance. But 
increasing numbers of families moved about so much that no well-off kindred 
lived nearby, and they could establish only relations of profound dependence 
with superiors bent on controlling their behavior.** 

Internal migration, fed by the dispossession of peasants and the growth of 
wage labor, was increasingly common in early modern England. Only a quarter 
of the people stayed in their parish of birth; as many as two-fifths of the people 
(a quarter of the families) of early-seventeenth-century villages left each de- 
cade. Almost no one, except propertied religious dissenters, stayed in the same 
village for two or more generations. Servants stayed in a parish for only a year 
or two before moving on. Most rural folk usually moved short distances (up to 
five or at most ten miles), searching for land or work, but an important minor- 
ity moved to large towns and ultimately reached London. These migrants— 
many of them poor transients—went great distances, often over 100 miles, from 
depressed farm areas to towns. As wages declined and dispossession quickened, 
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migrants forced to move for subsistence overwhelmed those who sought land. 
Many moved each year, working as farm or town laborers, until marriage; then 
they persisted for longer periods.*” 

The English migration system was related to family labor but responded to 
labor markets. Youths first moved during adolescence, leaving home for nearby 
villages or big towns to work as apprentices or servants, at times with parents’ 
(or siblings’) help, at times despite their wishes. Most apprentices in cities such 
as Bristol or Southampton moved from nearby villages where their parents had 
farmed. The boys came to learn craft skills; the girls, housewifery. Most left 
town before the end of their terms. Familiar with searching for work through 
the neighborhood, they became more deeply involved in the labor market, and 
the migration it required, once they left apprenticeship or service. Even skilled 
journeymen rarely stayed in one place for more than a year, much less found 
permanent jobs or set up craft shops; at best they squatted on fen land, took up 
a cottage, or worked by the day in a nearby town. Often settling for seasonal 
work, they moved across the countryside, harvesting grain or performing spe- 
cialized labor, as individuals or in work crews organized by petty capitalists. 
Cottagers labored near home, but most moved about, often migrating to textile 
towns to find work. Lacking access to credit, they worked for capitalists as 
spinners or weavers.*® 

The experience of servants-in-husbandry—unmarried youths hired by yeo- 
men, husbandmen, or craftsmen on annual contracts—illustrates the ambig- 
uous status of laboring people. At least three-fifths of rural English youths— 
mostly children of laborers and cottagers—worked as servants-in-husbandry 
during the seventeenth century. Starting in their mid-teens, nearly all boys 
became servants; fewer girls entered agricultural service, but many served town 
craftsmen and merchants. Servants moved a few miles from home, choosing 
masters who lived nearby, but sometimes returned home after serving a stint. 
Although servants saved most of their wages, their savings rarely permitted 
them to get a tenancy, and most became laborers or cottagers. 

Opportunities for youths to become servants varied with population growth 
and prices. Population increases glutted the servant market and reduced wages, 
encouraging farmers to replace day laborers with servants. High prices for 
wheat, relative to livestock, led farmers to limit their herds (which required 
constant labor) and increase grain output (which required harvest labor). Low 
population and high beef prices in the mid-sixteenth century suggest substan- 
tial opportunities, but servitude declined rapidly from the late sixteenth to the 
mid-seventeenth century, when population growth combined with high grain 
prices to reduce demand for servants but increase demand for planting and 
harvest labor.” 

Enclosure, the growth of wage labor, and declining wages led to what officials 
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considered an alarming epidemic of vagrancy in the late sixteenth and early 
seventeenth centuries. Called “masterless men” or unruly women, vagabonds 
were able-bodied migrants who could obtain only casual labor. In the 1630s at 
least 25,000 vagabonds—runaway apprentices, servants searching for new mas- 
ters, journeymen looking for work, seasonal wage laborers, sailors and soldiers 
returning home, deserted wives, unmarried pregnant women, prostitutes, 
abandoned children, Gypsies, Irish, disabled people seeking cures, and un- 
licensed beggars—tramped the countryside. Most were young and unmarried 
men, but half were over thirty, and a fifth to a third were women. Upland areas 
and towns, toward which most transients moved, had neither jobs nor housing 
for them. The “Beggar Boy of the North,” protagonist of a contemporary 
ballad, resembled many vagrants. “From parish to parish,” he sang, “I roam,” 
crying everywhere, “ ‘Good your worship, one token! ” Born “in the North 
Country” to a poor family of beggars, he went “throughout all Christendome.” 
His travels eventually took him “naked unto London City,” where he continued 
to beg. Like the beggar boy, most vagabonds probably traveled alone, but on 
occasion they joined together for mutual protection, sometimes stealing food 
or clothing for their subsistence. Tramping the roads, looking for work, and 
thieving as they went became a way of life.°° 

Transients built stable lives with great difficulty. Mary Bond, born about 1605, 
was still an unmarried servant in 1635 when she testified in a slander case. Bond 
claimed to have lived in Brampford Parish, Devon, for a decade, but in reality 
she moved in and out of the parish, struggling to find work, “always coming and 
going to other places in that time,” villager Edward Panie related, “and never 
lived in the parish more than one and a half years at one time.” She had worked 
for Katherine Mogridge on two occasions for less than a year, and between 
times, Mogridge related, “she went away.” About two months before testifying, 
she returned home “unto her father, and remains there.” Her transience and 
poverty led Panie to dismiss her curtly, saying, “She is a poor woman, and sucha 
one as little credit can be given to her sayings and depositions.”>! 

The growth of poverty and vagrancy horrified England’s ruling class. Al- 
though legislative attempts to control labor and enforce long-term contracts 
failed, local courts set maximum wages for female spinners and farm laborers 
lower than the cost of living, hoping to force independent women into subser- 
vience. Insisting that underemployed laborers disrupted social order, land- 
holders tore down the cottages the poor built on wasteland or evicted them 
from town. Farmers needed workers at planting and harvest, and clothiers 
needed them when demand for yarn peaked; both groups wanted them to 
disappear thereafter. The mid-sixteenth-century English state experimented 
with harsh penal measures (including servitude or death for convicted va- 
grants); laborers who took to the road during planting and harvest seasons but 
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failed to get work risked punishment for vagrancy. When punitive measures 
failed to prevent the spread of poverty, local officials turned to relieving the 
condition of the poor. To guarantee food to the poor in times of dearth and to 
prevent food riots, they prohibited the sale or export of grain, regulated its 
price, and forced the sale of hoarded grain cheaply to the poor. Poor laws, 
codified at the end of the century, reconciled labor needs of farmers and cloth- 
iers with local demands for control by collecting taxes from landholders to pay 
the unemployed to spin or weave. They also gave a stipend to children, widows, 
the elderly, and the lame and punished able-bodied persons who refused to 
work. By the mid-seventeenth century this system had spread through the 
realm, thereby insuring much of the populace against dearth, sickness, and 
old age.” 

This reserve army of the dispossessed without access to land supplied work- 
ers for agriculture and for rural industries set up to meet yeoman and gentry 
demand for consumer goods and laborer demand for food and cheap clothing. 
During much of the sixteenth century, agricultural labor and cottage industries 
employed most of the excess population. But by the 1570s, rural areas had 
become saturated, and migration to cities accelerated, completely severing dis- 
possessed peasants from the means of subsistence.” 

An unprecedented surge of cottage industries employed ever increasing num- 
bers of rural women and men in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. 
Not only did the English textile industry expand into less expensive fabrics, but 
a host of new or nearly new industries—coal mining, ore smelting, glassmaking, 
iron making, metalware manufacturing, and shipbuilding—flourished. Man- 
ufacturing villages, mostly located in pastoral areas or forests where poor peas- 
ants had moved to build cottages on wasteland, proliferated. Half or more of the 
inhabitants of these villages worked more or less full time in industry, joined 
part time by many cottager and smallholder families. Even in agricultural 
villages a fifth to a third of the populace participated in industry." 

Seventeenth-century capitalists failed to sever all laborers from the land, but 
as the textile industry shows, the independence of workers slowly eroded. Card- 
ing, spinning, weaving, and often finishing took place at home, allowing men to 
direct their wives and children. In some areas cottagers supplemented textile 
work with subsistence activities or agricultural labor. Male weavers and female 
spinners often bought raw material and then sold their output. The vast major- 
ity of women in the Kent weald (along with innumerable children), for instance, 
spun wool fiber at home for capitalist clothiers; spinners worked beside their 
weaver husbands, and most combined that labor with farming. But more and 
more people relied on cloth making for their subsistence, despite occasional 
ownership of cottage gardens. A putting-out system, in which capitalists hired 
cottagers to spin or weave raw materials they owned, soon predominated. Single 
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women, widows, and deserted wives in Kent worked for below-subsistence 
wages. In the 1590s or 1620s, when hard times struck, cloth workers unable to fall 
back on farm labor faced destitution.” 

Driven by the scarcity of firewood in the London region and the growing 
uses of coal in smithing, ore smelting, glassmaking, and brick making, annual 
coal output exploded during the century after 1530, increasing from 200,000 to 
1.5 million tons. Mines employed thousands of workers to dig shafts, scoop up 
coal, carry ore to the surface, and take it to market. By the 1630s rich capitalists 
operated the biggest mines, which employed 100 or more laborers. Capitalists 
engaged overmen to hire workers and direct day-to-day operations. Overmen 
recruited in poor pastoral areas near the pits, in Scotland, and among transients 
and youths seeking work. A few local men prospered, working as overmen and 
carters or providing food to workers, but the rest—men, boys, and a few 
women—lived on tiny wages and risked injury or death from accidents. Able to 
gain but seasonal employment, most mine workers were poor transients. Coal 
mines transformed the surrounding countryside. The population of mining 
villages increased rapidly, and pollution destroyed wells, reduced pasturage, 
and ruined horticulture.*° 

Urban growth developed because of rural pressures. Early-sixteenth-century 
English towns remained small, losing industry and population to their hinter- 
lands, where petty entrepreneurs could make cloth more cheaply. In 1520 just 
one of twenty people in England lived in towns with a population of over 5,000; 
London, the largest city in the realm, counted only 55,000 people. Economic 
depression continued in most towns until late in the century, but London 
started to grow, attracting thousands of unemployed migrants. By 1600 about 
200,000 people, one-twentieth of England’s populace, lived in London and its 
suburbs; an additional twelfth of the population lived in places with over 5,000 
inhabitants.°’ 

As dispossession in the countryside grew, rural-to-urban movement acceler- 
ated. With neither land nor prospects in the depressed textile industry, thou- 
sands of workers tried their luck in cities. The percentage of England’s people 
living in cities with populations over 5,000 rose during the seventeenth century 
from 8 to 17. London became the great magnet, its population multiplying five 
times between 1560 and 1670 and reaching more than a half-million by 1700. A 
tenth of England’s people lived there during the mid-seventeenth century, but 
nearly twice as many passed through sometime in their lives. Cities attracted 
workers from a vast hinterland. Migrants to Norwich and York came from an 
area within twenty miles of town; to Bristol, within sixty miles; and to London, 
within 125 miles. Migrants arrived in their late teens or early twenties after 
working several years in the countryside. Half the immigrants came from vil- 
lages, and most of the rest were from small towns. Men and women, former 
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servants-in-husbandry and would-be female domestic servants, and skilled 
workers and vagrants moved to cities seeking work. But without craft skills, 
most urban migrants fell into wage labor or domestic service, wandered in and 
out of town, or became vagrants.” 

Urban growth reverberated through the countryside. Seeking to take advan- 
tage of the London food market, landlords improved their farms, displacing 
peasants, who moved to cities. Rural workers made food and cloth for a grow- 
ing urban market. The city attracted poor and respectable alike. Having lost any 
possibility of independent subsistence, city migrants had to rely on wages for 
survival. Rarely serving as apprentices but concentrated in proletarian neigh- 
borhoods, they evaded the class control still possible in the industrial country- 
side and created new institutions, such as alehouses, that served as hostels, 
employment agencies, and trade clubs.°? 

By the early seventeenth century, crisis permeated English society. Enclosures 
multiplied, peasants lost land, the textile industry faced depression, wage labor 
spread, and vagabonds tramped every country lane. But rural folk considered 
permanent wage labor (much less vagabondage) a debased status unworthy of 
freeborn people, because it made them absolutely dependent on others for their 
survival. As the next section reveals, wage labor turned the relation of husband 
and wife upside down. 


Households and the Transformation of Gender Relations 


Farmer Richard Inckpen, a 1638 account relates, “laboureth in husbandry or- 
dinarily with his own hands, holdeth the plough, maketh hay, selleth corn at 
market himself, and keeps no man or attendant upon him but such as are 
employed in labouring and husbandry.” Englishmen like Inckpen knew that 
husbands and wives shared the productive tasks of the farm. Later in the 
century William Stout’s mother, who had worked in the fields and marketed 
corn, sent a trusted female servant to train her daughter-in-law in “housekeep- 
ing” and, presumably, farmwork. In 1647 farmer Adam Eyre not only built a 
henhouse for his wife’s chickens but rode six miles to find her a brewing pan. 
Such expectations of productive households, of course, presumed that families 
had land for crops and livestock.®! 

Rural English families thus envisioned households much like those of their 
ancestors. Thomas Tusser, an Eton- and Cambridge-educated East Anglian 
gentleman, related these expectations in Five Hundred Points of Good Hus- 
bandry, a practical guide to farming. Aimed at gentlemen, yeomen, and sub- 
stantial husbandmen like Inckpen, Stout, and Eyre, the book was popular, 
going through fourteen editions from 1573 to 1600 and another six by 1638. 
Tusser imagined a diversified and nearly self-sufficient farm where one could 
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make “a competent living” practicing thrift and agricultural improvement. 
Such a farm had to be large enough for a garden, fields with several types of 
grain, and pastures to graze milk cows, cattle, swine, and sheep. Hard work 
permeated the lives of Tusser’s idealized farm family, which counted “no travell 
slavery that brings in penie saverlie” and shunned “the path to beggery.® 

Every farm needed a wife. The word “husbandman” presumed that the 
landholder had married; the word “yeoman” was at first limited to married 
landowners. Tusser imagined a subservient farmwife who kept house, washed 
linens, carded and spun fiber, sewed and mended clothes, nursed children, and 
cooked and served meals for husband, children, and servants. Successful farm- 
ing nonetheless depended on the mutual affection and joint labor of husband 
in grainfields and wife in house, garden, and dairy. But cooperation, Tusser 
insisted, went deeper. For instance, “Good milch-cow and pasture, good hus- 
bands provide / the res’due, good huswives know best how to guide.” When a 
husband left on business, his wife had to know how to manage the farm. Any 
attempt to overthrow this natural order bred disaster, as the popular ballad 
“The Woman to the Plow and the Man to the Hen-Roost” attested. 

Yeoman households had a servant or two, and husbandmen often employed 
one as well. Servants provided essential labor for farmers whose children were 
too young to work or had left home and, at the same time, allowed poor 
families to reduce the number of mouths they had to feed. Tusser urged masters 
and mistresses to discipline yet behave fairly toward the servants and wage 
laborers they hired. Farmers should “keepe servant in awe”; the mistress should 
“shew servant his labour, and shew him no more,” not even his food, and teach 
the maid “to stirre, when hir mistress doth speake.” If master and mistress failed 
to supervise carefully, the servants would surely “loiter,” leave the barn dirty, 
and pilfer and “carry home corn.” But if workers “earneth their meate,” their 
employers had an obligation to feed them “husbandlie fare” and pay them 
promptly. At the harvest farmers should not only pay “harvest-folke, servants 
and all” “more, by a penie or twoo / To call on his fellows the better to doo” but 
“make all togither, good cheere in the hall.” 

Tusser detailed the work of husband and wife month by month, starting after 
the harvest. In September, while the husband stored grain, sowed winter rye 
and wheat, and threshed seed, the wife planted berries in part of her garden. In 
late fall and winter, husbands (and servants) plowed fields for new crops; 
threshed barley and hay; sowed barley, oats, peas, and beans; planted orchards; 
bred stock; hedged and ditched fields; cleared fields of bushes and roots; slaugh- 
tered pigs and dried fish; put dung in a rack; and cleaned privies and chimneys. 
Wives weeded their gardens, fed cows and cared for sows, and took care of 
calves. In the spring the pace of work quickened. Husbands made fences, ma- 
nured and plowed fields, and planted hops and sowed barley. Wives planted, 
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weeded, and watered their vegetable gardens; milked cows; made cheese, cream, 
and butter; and sowed flax and hemp. The harvest began in early summer. 
While husbands and servants sheared sheep, weeded fields, mowed meadows, 
carted hay, and began harvesting beans, wives gathered hemp and flax. During 
August, husbands mowed or raked barley and wheat, manured newly harvested 
fields, cleaned seed corn, and gathered fuel for the winter. Wives harvested the 
garden, saving seeds for next year. 

This division of labor in farm households persisted among landed families 
through the seventeenth century. As Tusser showed, all family members— 
husbands, wives, children, and servants—contributed to subsistence and made 
goods that could be sold to pay rent or buy manufactures. Wives as well as 
husbands marketed what they made. Despite this interdependence, men made 
all crucial economic decisions. Passed from father to son, land sustained pater- 
nal authority and helped guarantee subsistence. Common law mandated the 
subjection of wife to husband, granting him the right to her body and her 
property. Husbands thus controlled all land, including their wives’ dowries, 
determining its use and selling its surpluses. When the husband neglected 
familial responsibilities or the wife asserted autonomy, neighbors or public au- 
thorities stepped in and enforced communal norms of appropriate behavior. 

Tusser missed significant elements in the organization of household labor. 
Households typically contained one or two children. Children played a small 
role in Tusser’s story, but by age seven most had joined their parents in sex- 
appropriate farm tasks, running errands such as carrying food to harvest work- 
ers. Children worked full time by early adolescence. They washed or cooked, 
spun, herded animals, milked cows, weeded crops, and plowed, gaining compe- 
tency in these skills by age sixteen or seventeen. Tusser assumed that yeomen 
and husbandmen hired mostly adults or older adolescents. Yet prosperous 
farmers and craftsmen apprenticed orphaned boys and girls or children of 
paupers, some as young as eight, but usually about age twelve. At ten Joanne 
Redwood, for instance, “was then able to Milck the Cows, Make Beds, Attend 
Children, or any other ordinary worke about the house.” Other youths, barely 
teenagers and many not orphans, worked as servants-in-husbandry or as day 
laborers on the farm or in the textile industry.” 

Gentlemen like Tusser insisted that enclosure, the growth of private property, 
and the rise of wage labor enhanced good household order. He imagined a 
world of productive and acquisitive peasants living on enclosed farms. Where 
common fields and pastures prevailed, livestock wandered over crops and de- 
stroyed wheat, peasants pastured too many animals and planted without regard 
to soil fertility, and men “theevishlie loiter and lurke.” Enclosure, in contrast, 
would bring “more plentie of mutton and biefe, corne, butter, and cheese of the 
best, / More wealth any where (to be briefe).” The greater productivity of 


THE REMAKING OF RURAL ENGLAND 


29 


enclosed farms would give “more worke for the labouring man, as well in the 
towne as the feeld,” saving him from destitution and vagrancy.® 

Land consolidation, the rise of regional markets, and the growing rural 
textile industry enhanced paternal control, just as Tusser predicted. Husbands 
took advantage of improved markets to consolidate their power. They rebuilt 
their homes, adding rooms with domestic functions they allocated to their 
wives. Children often remained at home under parental discipline until their 
early to mid-teens: teenage boys worked in the fields under the master’s eyes; 
teenage girls labored in the house, dairy, and garden under the mistress’s au- 
thority. Even poor husbandmen retained sufficient rights to commons to allow 
fathers to direct wives and children in farm labor. Families of craft workers, 
moreover, cooperated in production under the husband-father. Landed weav- 
ers, for instance, maintained authority in the household, directing their wives’ 
spinning while they wove cloth from yarn their wives made.” 

Supporters of enclosure like Tusser misunderstood the ways commons helped 
peasants attain a degree of self-sufficiency and maintain a community. Tusser 
replaced the universal peasant community, with its control over resources, with 
a more restricted neighborliness. He encouraged neighborhood borrowing: 
“lending to neighbour, in time of his need,” wins his support “and credit doth 
breed.” Without such credit, farming would collapse, and “buying and selling 
must lie in the dust.” After trading with neighbors, a farmer could sell his crop 
and buy what the family needed with the proceeds. The idea of neighborly trade 
is best illustrated in ballads, for instance, in the lamentation of a country man 
who slaughtered his cow before her time. After killing the cow, the country man 
sold every part of her: her hide to the tanner, her tallow to the candle maker, her 
horn to the hunter, her feet to the tripe-woman, and her meat to the butcher. 
Such individual trades, however, hardly resembled the control over arable farm- 
ing and herding in peasant communities, nor could the growing number of 
dispossessed peasants who had no rights to commons engage in them.” 

Cottager families could hardly make ends meet, much less lend and borrow. 
A “careful wife,” in a ballad from the 1620s or 1630s, laments this “hard yeare” 
when they had barely enough to pay “the brewer and the landlord his rent, / 
The butcher, the baker, and the collier his score.” Apparently with only a 
garden, the wife had little to trade and could add to family income only by 
“spinning and reeling.” Once they lost their rights to commons, cottager fam- 
ilies no longer had anything to swap beyond their labor and thus could not 
participate in this new, privatized farm community.”! 

Enclosure thus transformed familial relations among the poor. When peas- 
ants lost their land or rights to commons, an important buttress of paternal au- 
thority—the father’s ability to direct family labor—was severed. Robert Payne, a 
rich estate steward, laid out the logic of wage labor in a petition to the Privy 
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Council in 1586. He sought to reduce restrictions on the cultivation of woad, a 
blue dye plant. Woad cultivation would displace peasants, yet it would, Payne 
argued, provide jobs. Forty acres, enough for three husbandman farms, “will 
kepe in worke one hundred and sixtie persons, the most parte weomen and 
children, one theerde parte of the yere.” He would pay tiny wages of 4d. per day. 
Underemployed husbands and sons need not apply. “Yet see what greate good it 
do the poor laboringe man,” Payne insisted, for “before this tyme [he] kept his 
wiffe and familie with his owne bare wages” of 3s. 4d. a week; “now his wiffe and 
two children by this meanes bringe in more for a good space together of 5 or 6s. 
a weeke.” (Payne underestimated labor demands; a late-sixteenth-century woad 
harvest employed 387 people. )”? 

Husbands and wives earned wages independently, each contributing to the 
family budget. Even when wives worked with husbands as farm laborers, land- 
holders directed their work. While wives earned low wages spinning yarn for 
clothiers or sold manure they had collected to farmers, husbands searched 
for farmwork or odd jobs. Wives of sailors and tramping artisans had to fend 
for themselves. When work was scarce, poor-law authorities put husband and 
wife to work at different tasks. At harvest time they might work on the same 
farms, but masters directed their labor. Widows and deserted wives earned 
wages and received relief insufficient to feed themselves and their children, but 
they remained masterless women.’ 

Women who worked separately from men created societies that included 
unattached women or men who lived independently or boarded with local 
families. Coal mining villages were heavily male; cloth villages and cities housed 
surpluses of women. Some of these laborers defied communal norms, living 
outside patriarchal households. Men had few opportunities, for instance, in 
pastoral textile villages, but single women could find work in spinning or 
dairying. Widows of craftsmen in small cities enjoyed similar opportunities, for 
they could control family property and open alehouses to support themselves 
rather than remarry.”4 

The severing of families from the land, the growth of wage labor, and the 
rising independence of working-class women disrupted rural households. Evi- 
dence of unsettling changes could be found everywhere, from slowly rising 
rates of bastardy to the increasing numbers of masterless adults tramping the 
roads, from the epidemic of abandoned children to the rise of infanticide. Poor 
women suffered the most, since they had neither the protection of a landed 
husband nor the pleasures of a companionate marriage. Since lonely men 
wanted female companionship, prostitution flourished. Unemployed husbands 
beat their wives, deserted their families, or turned to adultery. When women 
asserted independence—scolds slandered neighbors or berated husbands, repu- 
ted witches put a curse on neighbors, or unhappy or battered women deserted 
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their husbands—they sometimes suffered judicial punishment. On occasion 
they suffered mental depression: two-thirds of a group of late-sixteenth- and 
early-seventeenth-century rural mental patients were women, and troubled 
courtships, marital problems, or bereavements explained three-fifths of their 
illnesses.” 

With little property to protect, poor unmarried men indulged their passions, 
sometimes violently, in fornication before marriage. Most brides were pregnant 
when they married. Unable to support a family by their wages alone, poor men 
seduced and deserted their betrothed; masters seduced or raped their servants. 
A growing minority of children—one in ten by the early seventeenth century— 
were born out of wedlock. Deserted by would-be husbands, jilted servant girls 
gave birth in secret. Mother and child had to fend for themselves or rely on 
poor relief. Fearful for their own survival, on occasion mothers killed their 
newborns.” 

The search for work far from home separated youths from their families. Par- 
ents, even those with little property, had insisted that children gain their consent 
before marriage, and landed parents often helped arrange the courtship and 
wedding. Seeking a dowry or portion so they could set up a household, children 
of smallholder families craved that consent, though some resisted parental 
attempts to choose their spouse. But when youths left home, neither masters 
nor the village community took over parental oversight. Servants-in-husbandry 
regularly courted fellow workers and made private, legally binding marriage 
contracts (sealed by sexual relations) far from home and without the consent of 
parents. Servant girls courted boyfriends at work, without the master’s knowl- 
edge. Friends, neighbors, and kinfolk influenced courtship, but they had a 
smaller role than parents of children living at home. Parents and kin had even 
less oversight over children who went to London. Daughters of yeomen or 
husbandmen who worked as servants-in-husbandry and then moved to Lon- 
don to take up domestic service or the needle trades conducted their own 
courtship and married men they chose. Not only were they separated from 
parents and village, but few had kin resident in London to turn to for advice.” 

Laboring families looked outside the home for companionship. Servants met 
and courted at festivals, weddings, wakes, dances, alehouses, fairs, markets, or 
parks, far from the eyes of their masters. The village alehouse became an 
alternative household, attracting transients, servants, laborers, textile workers, 
and poor craftsmen. Although men predominated, transient women took lodg- 
ings, wives came with husbands, and unattached women attended baptisms or 
weddings. Not only did alehouse keepers provide lodging and serve food and 
drink to travelers, but they pointed out employment opportunities to new- 
comers. Poor villagers came there to drink—and to buy bread or have meat 
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cooked, borrow money or pawn property, attend weddings or wakes, play 
games or go to festivals.”* 

Sustained by wage labor and nurtured by the alehouse culture, egalitarian 
plebeian households emerged by the late sixteenth century. Headed by cot- 
tagers, laborers, poor widows, wives separated from husbands, or unmarried 
mothers, these households required the income of all family members to assure 
the meanest survival. The most secure lived on a tiny holding; others had 
neither permanent home nor regular work. Knowing that survival depended 
on the wages of wives and children, plebeian wives expected equality within 
marriage. Husband and wife together directed children in industrial outwork 
or farm labor or left them to care for younger siblings or fend for themselves. 
When unemployed men tramped the roads or left home to work in the mines 
or go to sea, wives had to support the family and often needed poor relief. At 
the end of the century, social commentator Judith Drake concluded that in 
laborer families, “though not so equal as that of Brutes, yet the condition of 
the two Sexes is more level, than amongst Gentlemen, City Traders, or rich 
Yeomen.”7° 

Unwilling to accept egalitarian marriages, some poor men turned on women, 
blaming them for the decline in male familial authority. Men took independent 
and gossiping women to court on slander or witchcraft charges. One-pence 
ballads, plays, and pamphlets—hawked throughout the countryside by peddlers 
and sung at taverns and in fields—praised affectionate spouses and chaste and 
obedient wives but berated independent, disorderly, and rebellious women. 
Ballads described the cuckolded husband, the adulteress, the gossip-hungry 
(and alcoholic) wife, the lazy wife but hardworked husband, the shrewish and 
scolding wife, the domineering or violent wife, and the prostitute. Between 1557 
and 1709 at least 3,000 ballads appeared. One observer lamented in 1595 that “in 
the shops of Artificers [artisans] and cottages of poor husbandmen,” one would 
“sooner see one of these new Ballades” than “any of the Psalms.” Misogynist 
proverbs attacked woman as scold, shrew, gossip, seducer, lecher, parasite, or 
adulteress: “A wife brings but two merrie daies to her husband, the one when 
she is married, the other when she is buried”; “A woman without a tongue, is as 
a soludier without his weapon”; “He that a wife hath strive hath”; “An undutifull 
wife is a house-traitor”; “A woman can do more than the devil”; “Women have 
but two faults, they can neither do well nor say well.”®° 

Viewing female striving for equality as insubordination and unable to con- 
trol their wives, some plebeian husbands beat them, inflicting what one woman 
called “the unspeakable tyrannies of an hard-hearted Yoak-Fellow.” A popular 
proverb—“A woman, an asse, and a walnut tree, Bring the more fruit, the more 
beaten they be”—captured their belief that violence would cure a scolding wife 
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and instill obedience. Wife Lapped in Morels Skin, a sixteenth-century chap- 
book, portrayed a sadistic beating. After his temperamental wife hit him and 
called him “whoreson,” a husband “gave her than so many a great cloute, / That 
on the grounde the bloud was seene.” She apologized and thereafter, the ballad- 
writer related, behaved well. The wife’s mother condemned the punishment, 
but—tellingly—her father forgave “the yongman if he did sin,” insisting “he did 
nothing amisse” and “did all thing even for the best.” These ballads and pro- 
verbs document ready acceptance of wife beating, and court records show that 
husbands killed wives twice as often as wives killed husbands. 

Most women in the ballads, however, continued to resist even after a beating, 
thereby defeating its purpose. In the “Patient Man’s Wife” the husband sought 
that his wife “be still” “She will not grant me what I require,” the ballad 
continued, “but sweares she’le have her will / Then if I chance to heave my 
hand, / straight-way she’le ‘murder’ cry.” Other wives responded to beatings 
with equal violence. A man who beat his wife, one ballad related, “caught two 
blowes upon his head / For every one he lent.” Husband killing, usually moti- 
vated by adultery or marital violence, was the subject of at least fifteen ballads, 
some based on actual cases. Such stories of violent women placed blame for 
male violence on their victims, thereby justifying yet more violence.*! 

Propertied men, especially Puritans, rejected violence, as did a few bal- 
lads. However, they blamed the ills of worker families on their independence. 
By supporting the poor independently, wage labor subverted conceptions of 
household order. Without the discipline of a good master, servants and labor- 
ers, Puritan cleric Richard Sibbes argued, became “wild creatures, ruffians, 
vagabonds, Cains.” The poor lived under a master’s discipline only briefly be- 
fore forming their own households. Finding no all-powerful patriarch heading 
plebeian families, gentlemen denied that they were households at all. They 
searched for ways to reassert control over unruly men and independent women. 
Neither lordship nor the medieval ideal of a great chain of being (setting God 
over man, king over lord, lord over commoner, and husband over wife) could 
sustain male control in plebeian homes. Since all subjects had to be under the 
authority of a master—father, husband, magistrate, lord, and king—masterless 
men and women challenged both the state and the communal order. Only 
communal control, vigorously enforced, might suppress the lewdness of the 
poor and unpropertied.” 

Changes in household governance reached the yeoman and gentry classes, 
further complicating the job of defenders of conventional morality. Taking the 
egalitarian promise of Protestantism seriously, some women demanded more 
control over their property, and a few went entirely outside their sphere by 
beginning to preach. To keep control of their property, a small but perhaps 
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growing minority of women, aided by bequests payable at majority but before 
marriage, did not marry. Landed women—a declining minority among land- 
holders—held land jointly with husbands or informally controlled the money, 
household goods, and livestock (typically worth £40—£50) they brought into 
marriage. A widow received (and controlled) far more than the third of her 
husband’s personal estate guaranteed her, and on remarriage she made settle- 
ments to protect her children’s property. On occasion women marrying for the 
first time kept their property separate, circumventing the law of coverture that 
gave husbands control. Women regularly went to court or testified in contro- 
versies, most of which arose out of disputes over land. Widows of gentlemen, 
yeomen, and prosperous husbandmen living in southern England participated 
most frequently, but wives (suing with husbands) came as well, taking an active 
interest in the management of assets they brought into marriage. 

While yeoman and gentry women jostled for more control over their house- 
holds, men pushed village women out of every craft (including brewing and 
baking) a few had previously practiced. Prosperity further reduced women’s 
productive roles in well-off households and accentuated the importance of a 
wife’s domestic tasks, nurture of children, and loving obedience to her hus- 
band. In return the husband had to cherish his wife and provide for his family. 
While the husband ruled the whole family, his wife joined in governing chil- 
dren and servants. William Gouge, a prominent early-seventeenth-century 
London minister of Puritan leanings, emphasized these themes of mutual love, 
joint paternal governance, female subservience, and male familial support in 
his well-known work, Of Domesticall Duties. “A Woman’s Work is never done,” 
a ballad dating from the 1650s, also captures the change. The ballad’s protago- 
nist works all day cleaning house, making beds, tending the fire, dressing and 
feeding her children, cooking for her husband, washing, sewing, and knitting 
but makes nothing for market or house. Only the wives of country gentlemen 
or city merchants and professional men could possibly exchange all productive 
labor for these domestic tasks.*4 

Such mixed messages may have led to struggles over the proper role of 
women in the households of merchants, rural manufacturers, and improving 
tenants. Rich women had the leisure to pursue learning and the urge to con- 
trol their own property. William Gouge found his congregation full of such 
independent-minded women. After preaching, in conventional terms, about 
the duties of wives while railing against wife beating, he found that “much 
exception was taken against the application of a wives subjection to the re- 
straining of her from disposing of the common goods of the family without, or 
against her husband’s consent.” Some wives even asserted that “husband and 
wife are equall,’ that wives were in “no way inferiour” to husbands. Such 


THE REMAKING OF RURAL ENGLAND 


35 


women went against God, for they assumed that “their will must be done, they 
must rule and over-rule all, they must command not only children and ser- 
vants, but husbands also, if at least the husband will be at peace.”* 

Seeking to make middling women chaste, silent, and obedient again, in the 
pulpit and in pamphlets sixteenth- and early-seventeenth-century commenta- 
tors assailed “the insolence and impudence of women.” They published over 
100 treatises on women. The stereotypes found in them—woman as shrewish 
and promiscuous, chaste and pious—flowed from medieval or classical images 
and resembled those in plebeian ballads and proverbs. These circulated widely 
among bourgeois families.*° 

These works espoused a form of patriarchalism, a theory popular in the early 
seventeenth century, which linked monarchical authority in the state to male 
authority in the home. Husbands and fathers, patriarchalists argued, held abso- 
lute sway over their families, like that of the king, the nation’s father, over his 
subjects. In a Protestant world, with neither priest nor feudal lord, a father stood 
between the king and his dependent wife, children, and servants. Because God 
had given this power to fathers and kings after the fall from Eden made govern- 
ment necessary, it neither required consent nor could it be limited by contract. 
To instill subservience, political authorities mandated that children study a 
patriarchal catechism, and adults heard patriarchal interpretations of the Bible 
in sermons and read patriarchal maxims in domestic advice literature.*” 

Images of the good wife and the good husband were firmly embedded in 
patriarchal literature. A virtuous wife should be obedient to her husband, 
industrious in her household labor, and devoted to increasing the family for- 
tunes. An honorable husband should share household management with his 
wife, work assiduously to support his family, and remain faithful to his mar- 
riage vows. These stereotypes, which ignore the productive activities of poor 
rural women, point to the separation of the male public sphere and the female 
domestic sphere already under way in gentry and yeoman households.** 

Patriarchal theorists urged husbands to share authority with their submissive 
wives. Drawing on older marriage ideals, Protestant commentators insisted that 
marriage be based upon companionship, mutuality, love, and the shared labor 
of providing for the family. Husbands, pamphleteers agreed, should make eco- 
nomic decisions; wives should run the household and care for the children. In 
the new spiritualized household of the Protestant bourgeoisie, the father took 
on the role of priest, responsible for the moral discipline of dependents. But 
parents together led family prayers and catechizing, teaching children obe- 
dience to parents, church, and state.*° 

This patriarchal ideal influenced expectations in gentry and yeoman house- 
holds and, given the large number of servants in them, affected much of the 
rural populace. Some households approximated the headship, good order, and 
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cooperation patriarchalism mandated, but the contradiction between paternal 
supremacy and reciprocity in marriage as often led to conflict between spouses. 
Husbands often compromised, making joint decisions with wives; when hus- 
bands were absent or had died, women acted as household heads. Nor was 
everyone a member of a respectable household. Only a wage, not household 
discipline, connected farm laborers and city workers to their masters. 

The behavior of servants-in-husbandry uncovers the contradictions of pa- 
triarchal family government. Since the state delegated paternal authority over 
servants to masters, masters considered servants subordinate members of the 
household. Masters housed, fed, and clothed servants and in return put boys to 
work in their fields and girls to work in their homes, dairies, and pastures. Both 
male and female servants helped harvest and thresh grain. Nonetheless, masters 
were temporary guardians who hired servants for one-year terms and paid 
them a stipend. Frequent changing of masters disrupted patriarchal authority 
and reduced the master-servant relation to a short, contractual agreement. 
Masters considered wages heavy expenses and occasionally refused to pay. Un- 
willing to recognize the master’s paternal authority, servants often shirked 
work, sabotaged crops, ran away, married without permission, or—worse— 
tried to live independently.”! 

Under the pressure of the revolution of the 1640s, patriarchal order broke 
down. Revolutionary-era policies reached toward turning the family into a 
private institution bound by an implicit contract between husband and wife. 
Advanced thinkers not only denied that marriage was an immutable sacrament 
but challenged male authority, insisting that decisions within marriage re- 
quired the wife’s informed consent. Further removing marriage from the pub- 
lic sphere, Parliament debated divorce and instituted civil marriage, making 
religious ceremonies illegal. Although divorce remained illegal and opposition 
to civil marriage was so great that it was soon abandoned, the debate pushed 
couples into more conscious private decisions.” 

The revolution severed the link between absolute monarch and authoritarian 
father. Contractual theories of the origins of government and market inter- 
pretations of the economy soon predominated. If contract underlay the origins 
of the state, the little commonwealth of the family had to be based on consent as 
well. Consensual theories of the family justified the retreat of bourgeois women 
into the home and the new division between public and private spheres in 
gentry and yeoman families.” 

Once the state no longer legitimated itself through theories of family disci- 
pline, plebeian families gained more space to divide responsibilities as they 
pleased. With improved economic conditions, diminished population growth, 
and the mass migration of young men to the colonies after mid-century, laborers 
often chose leisure over additional work. Employers discovered that the labor of 
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the poor was an asset that could be harnessed without regulating their families. 
Consequently the state slowly lost interest in enforcing family discipline, as the 
decline in prosecutions between 1630 and 1660 for alehouse keeping and failure 
to attend church attests. The discipline of the workplace, not the family, would 
soon ensure the productivity of wage laborers.’ 


COLONIAL EMIGRANTS left a rapidly changing England where the rich and the 
poor multiplied. As one balladeer sang, they dreamed of social justice in a place 
where “farmers consider’d the price of graine,’ where “honest poore trades- 
men” charged fair prices, where “poor tenants’ landlords / would not rack their 
rents,’ and where men helped their neighbors. Above all they dreamed of land. 
Having witnessed venal men take their land (or that of their parents) or fearing 
the loss of land they still had, they wanted to go where they could live indepen- 
dently, grow most of their own food, and run their families as they saw fit. As 
Chapter 1 relates, some of these families came to England’s new American 
colonies. 

The laborers, husbandmen, and (to a lesser degree) yeomen who moved to 
America pictured an idealized household where husband, wife, and children 
worked together, much as Thomas Tusser imagined. But poor and middling 
emigrants viewed familial relations differently. Middling men wanted to main- 
tain patriarchal households; the poor (and especially the few women among 
them) sought greater domestic equality. Whatever their desires, however, hostile 
Indians and deep forests mandated familial cooperation. Only after conquering 
Indians and the forests, Chapters 2 and 5 relate, could farm men reassert 
authority and farm men and women together create markets and neighborhood 
borrowing networks that could sustain growing communal self-sufficiency.” 
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S JOHN WINTHROP agonized in 1629 over the reasons to found an 
“intended Plantation in New England,” he reflected on England’s 
economic condition. He put economic problems into a religious 
context; a colony would “carry the Gospell” and “raise a Bulworke 

against the kingdom of Ante-Christ.” As a justice of the peace in a depressed 
textile county, Winthrop saw England’s devastation firsthand and thought colo- 
nization would provide an economic refuge for suffering families. England, 
he insisted, “grows weary of her Inhabitantes, soe a man whoe is the most 
praetious of all creatures, is her more vile and base than the [earth?] we treade 
upon, and of lesse prise among us than a horse or a sheepe.” The poor were 
everywhere, unable to make a living; the rest of the people were “growne to that 
height of Intemperance in all excesse of Riott, as noe mans estate allmost will 
suffice to keepe saile with his aequalls.” How much worse it would be, Winthrop 
reasoned, to stay in England, where “many men” spend “as much labour and 
coste to . . . keepe sometimes an acre or twoe of Land,” than go where they 
“would procure many C [hundred] as good or better.” 

Winthrop circulated his “Reasons to be Considered” widely, eliciting com- 
ments from potential investors and colonists. As he heard objections, Winthrop 
honed his text. The faithful were not abandoning England, taking “awaye the 
good people,” as some believed. “The number wilbe nothing in respecte of 
those that are lefte,” for “many that live are no use heere” and “are likely to doe 
more good there than here.” Nor should the “many and great difficulties” of 
colonization or the “ill successe of other Plantations” dissuade prospective 
colonists. Immorality and irreligion explained the failure of Virginia’s colo- 
nizers, whose “mayne end was Carnall and not Religious,” and who transported 
“a multitude of rude and misgouernd persons the very scumme of the Land.” A 
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virtuous colony based on true religion would succeed where Virginia had 
failed. Using these arguments, Winthrop and his friends recruited 700 London 
and East Anglian Puritans to sail to Massachusetts.! 

Winthrop’s arguments had a fifty-year history. Commentators examining 
economic dislocation had often argued that only colonization could relieve 
England of her surplus people and thereby reduce English poverty. In 1584 
Richard Hakluyt had insisted that “western planting” would employ “nombers 
of idle men” who “for want of . . . honest employmente” grew into “multitudes 
of loyterers and vagabondes.” If colonies were founded, petty thieves could 
be condemned to colonial service, “felling of timbers for masts”; working in 
“mynes of golde, silver, copper, leade or iron”; or cultivating crops. As settle- 
ments grew, men at home could be put to work making “a thousande triflinge 
thinges” for colonists. Promoters of every seventeenth-century mainland col- 
ony saw them as a refuge for England’s dispossessed. Poet John Donne, dean of 
St. Paul’s in London, repeated the argument when he preached before the Vir- 
ginia Company in 1622. Transported to Virginia, “many a wretch would be 
saved from the . . . hands of the Executioner.” Virginia, he insisted, “shall sweep 
your streets, and wash your dores, from idle persons, and children of idle 
persons, and imploy them.” Unlike poor Englishmen, even the “meanest” ser- 
vants in Virginia or Maryland, John Hammond wrote in 1656, did not spend 
“wearisom lives in reliance of other mens charities,” nor did they “make hard 
shift to subsist from hand to mouth, until age or sicknesse takes them off from 
labour and directs them the way to beggerie.” He pitied England’s poor, for 
rather than “remove themselves,” they lived in England “a base, slavish, penu- 
rious life.”? 

Seventeenth-century Atlantic migration grew out of economic conditions— 
population growth, enclosure, dispossession, and the development of capital- 
ism. Capitalist transformation provided the income necessary to establish colo- 
nies as well as migrants with so little to lose (and so much to gain) that they 
risked a perilous voyage across the ocean to join an invasion of unknown 
worlds. Before a single ship could leave, merchants or the national government 
had to build and provision it, recruit immigrants, finance the voyage of those 
unable to pay, and provision the infant colony. Since the crown refused to 
finance emigration, colonization began only after English capitalists had ac- 
cumulated sufficient surpluses to permit speculation in colonization.’ 

The New World thus began as an extension of the old. The history of the 
seventeenth-century English colonies must be seen as a subordinate part of a 
greater Britain that encompassed not only England but Wales, Scotland, Ire- 
land, and the North Atlantic basin. Migration to Ireland or Maryland was part 
ofa process that began in the smallest English village. English emigrants did not 
cease being English (or East Anglians or Londoners) just because they crossed 
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the Atlantic; rather, they carried their class relations and culture with them. 
English adventurers wrested Irish and American colonies from native inhabi- 
tants, and colonial histories thereafter became so intertwined with that of 
England as to make a single whole. Much like the sixteenth-century settlements 
among the Celtic Irish, the North American colonies developed as economic 
outposts of England, dependent on the homeland for sustenance, defense from 
hostile natives, and a supply of colonists. Ireland, Virginia, Massachusetts, and 
Barbados became the economic periphery of England, obligated to take En- 
gland’s surplus people, make corn or sugar, and buy English pots or cloth.4 

A small minority of the English came to the infant colonies, and even fewer 
arrived from Ireland, Scotland, or the continent. Nearly all the English emi- 
grants had already left their native villages to work as servants-in-husbandry, to 
marry, to find work or land to lease, or to escape poverty. Some, like the East 
Anglians who went to New England, had moved but a few miles (if at all) and 
stayed in close contact with their families. But an important minority had 
reached large towns or London, where recruiters most often solicited colonists. 
Urban migrants, already severed from their villages and families, listened to 
recruiters, and some of them, usually unmarried men, signed on for colonial 
service or settlement in Ireland, Virginia, the West Indies, or New England. For 
those people, colonial emigration became an extension of their search for work 
at home.® 

We will never know precisely why these folk left family and friends. Many, 
especially those who came to New England, explained emigration in religious 
terms. But diminishing opportunities for economic security at home and the 
search for land in America stood behind many migration decisions, even of 
the most religious emigrants. Indentured servants bound for the Chesapeake or 
the West Indies, a majority of seventeenth-century immigrants, left because of 
their desperate straights at home. Once immigrants got a foothold in Mas- 
sachusetts or Virginia, they wrote home and encouraged others to join them in 
exploiting the land’s bounty and making godly societies. The decision to emi- 
grate was thus complex. Potential immigrants weighed conditions at home 
against the possibilities in America, considering family and friends and the 
godly work of colonization. 

This chapter examines early emigration. We will begin by examining the 
financing of the first colonies and of the servant and immigrant trade. Then we 
will turn to the complicated issue of the motivations of emigrants. Finally, we 
will document the social composition of immigrants to various colonies and 
speculate about what they expected after they arrived. As we shall see in Chap- 
ter 2, the particular and different composition of immigrant populations and 
the discrete reasons men and women came to each new colony helped form 
distinctive patterns of settlement. 
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Colonial Promotion and Immigration 


Although the English crown refused to invest in colonial ventures, much less 
finance emigration, the monopolies it granted colonizers permitted them to 
begin risky enterprises without fear of competition. England, moreover, did 
allow men—even dissatisfied citizens—to leave. Travelers needed passports to 
depart, and Puritans leaving for Massachusetts had to present evidence that 
they were in good standing in their parish. But immigrants could evade these 
requirements or smuggle themselves aboard ships. Prominent Puritan clergy, 
for example, called themselves servants or changed their names. A growing 
flood of cheap chapbooks, plays, ballads, fiction, and pamphlets—averaging 
forty-two a year between 1621 and 1650—narrated the heroic actions of early 
voyagers, described America, and extolled or satirized emigration. How suc- 
cessfully English colonial promoters competed in this feverish marketplace for 
information on America and how well they enticed emigrants is the subject of 
this section.® 

Colonial enterprises had to be financed by private individuals or companies, 
but neither the nobility nor merchants invested heavily in sixteenth-century 
missions. The reasons are not hard to find. The first explorers were “adven- 
turers” —gamblers, speculators, and soldiers—who risked their lives in foreign 
conquests or their pocketbooks in chancy ventures. Lusting for gold and silver 
and aiming at plunder, conquest, and military honor, they took soldiers, not 
colonists, with them. Since explorers could only hope to plunder Spanish ships 
laden with gold, men with capital had little reason to believe that their adven- 
tures would yield a profit. Mission organizers often had to provide most of the 
money themselves. Their ventures usually failed, but their exploits, recounted 
at length, familiarized merchant and gentleman alike with the possibility of 
colonization.’ 

Early-seventeenth-century colonizers knew how often colonial adventurers 
had failed. The Roanoke fiasco, where a colony had disappeared without a trace, 
intensified their difficulty in persuading potential investors and colonists. To 
attract capital, they engaged in promotional campaigns, circulating manu- 
scripts extolling colonies, writing innumerable pamphlets, and responding to 
every criticism about colonial conditions. Promoters fought bad publicity by 
extolling the high profits adventurers could make from fish and shellfish, skins 
and furs, tobacco and sugar, olives and silk, grapes and wine, cherries and 
strawberries, fruit trees and grains, herbs and spices, and lumber and firewood.® 

The long—and implausible—lists of commodities that graced promotional 
pamphlets suggest the dire need of colonizers for investors and their realization 
that only greed could lure rich men to make such risky investments. But the lists 
also point to a major change in the purpose of colonial ventures from the search 
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for gold, honor, and plunder to relieving English poverty, transporting immi- 
grants, exporting farm products, and increasing commerce—goals meant to 
appeal to merchant and gentry investors. They painted a picture of a new 
England that replicated, even improved upon, hierarchical society at home. 
Hard work (under strong leadership and severe laws) would turn vagrants into 
productive citizens who could afford to buy what merchants exported. By 
planting a garden “in soiles most sweet, most pleasant, most strong and most 
fertile,” in the words of Richard Hakluyt the Elder, investors would establish 
colonies, win glory, and attract the families the colonies needed to prosper.° 

Colonial promoters sought investors to finance flagging operations far more 
than they sought emigrant farmers. Rich speculators, but hardly farmers, might 
be enticed by the supposed big profits to be made from wine or olive oil or silk. 
The promoters’ ambiguous, even hostile description of tobacco reveals their 
aim. Praised for its reputed medicinal qualities, tobacco (some domestically 
grown) had been smoked in England since the late 1560s. High prices prevented 
the diffusion of smoking beyond the rich, but in the late 1590s a German 
traveler found that taverns sold small quantities to patrons for a penny. Edu- 
cated Englishmen like Sir John Beaumont, who wrote an ode to tobacco in 
1602, knew Virginia Indians grew the plant. Despite the possibilities of big 
profits, promoters at best mentioned the leaf in their long lists. Thomas Hariot 
wrote two paragraphs on tobacco in his 1588 Briefe and True Report but said 
nothing about its commercial prospects, while he praised the marketable qual- 
ities of woad, the dye plant. John Smith gave tobacco a few lines in his early 
work. By 1620, after Virginians had turned to tobacco, promoters found the 
crop an embarrassment. In Smith’s words men were “rooting in the ground 
about Tobacco like Swine.” Trying to reverse flagging interest, promoters such 
as Smith reprised earlier lists, adding the agricultural improvements Virginians 
had already made.?° 

Merchants and rural gentlemen resisted mightily entreaties from colonial 
promoters. They easily found safer investments. Gentlemen could buy land and 
live off timber and rising rents and grain prices; they could lease land to a tenant 
who would increase production; they could rebuild their houses and buy lux- 
uries. London merchants and tradesmen, who controlled most of England’s 
capital, found more opportunity in foreign trade, fishing, or new domestic 
businesses such as coal mining or provisioning cities than in colonization. 
Expeditions to North Atlantic fishing banks proved profitable for London and 
West Country merchants. Foreign commerce guaranteed safe profits: although 
the cloth trade floundered in depression during the early seventeenth century, 
rich foreign traders—members of the Turkey, Levant, and East India compa- 
nies—enjoyed great success in trading to Greece, Turkey, and the Far East. 
These merchants exchanged commodities and carried goods but were not in- 
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volved in risky production; colonial ventures could return a profit only to those 
willing to invest in plantation agriculture over many years. Adventurous men, 
finally, might help finance privateering vessels, an undertaking that cost about 
£2 million but returned £2.7 million between 1585 and 1603 alone.'! 

Ireland gave the North American colonies strong competition. Potential 
investors and immigrants from the English west and northwest, south Wales, 
and southwestern Scotland viewed that nearby island—almost as thinly peopled 
as North America—as the most desirable area to colonize. Small numbers of 
Britons had lived there for centuries. The crown considered Ireland a part of the 
realm and, beginning in the 1560s, repeatedly tried to conquer it. Over 50,000 
troops worked to suppress rebellions between 1585 and 1602, an expenditure far 
greater than any indirect investments the crown made in colonizing activities. 
From the 1580s to the 1640s English and Scot investors established many colo- 
nies in Ulster and Munster, sometimes with direct royal participation. Gentle- 
men eagerly invested, expecting to reap big profits as landlords or cattle barons. 
By 1640 colonizers had brought over as many as 100,000 immigrants; some 
were former soldiers, but many were middling farmers and craftsmen unwill- 
ing to move to North America. One New England promoter, believing that 
potential immigrants found Ireland “a fitter place to receive them than New- 
England, Being Nearer, Our owne, Void in some parts, [and] Fruitfull,” insisted 
that it was “well-nigh sufficiently peopled already.”? 

Since the richest merchants and nobles refused to subsidize colonial ventures, 
colonizers had to look elsewhere for money. The first colonizers—granted a 
monopoly by the crown to settle particular parts of North America—formed 
joint stock companies. In this innovative enterprise, new in the mid-sixteenth 
century, investors bought shares and entrusted management to a governor and 
a small board of directors, almost always dominated by rich London merchants. 
Early companies rarely made a profit, but they did start colonies and transport 
thousands of immigrants. The survival of the first colonies in Virginia and New 
England proved critical in enticing other colonial investors. After 1630 the 
richest Englishmen clamored for grants of proprietary colonies. Once colonies 
began to thrive, especially after 1640, smaller private investors took over, bring- 
ing tens of thousands of servants and many fewer free immigrants to the 
colonies and, in turn, hauling away crops the colonists made. 

Colonial joint stock companies opened their membership to a far wider 
range of men than had invested in earlier trading companies. The joint stock 
form allowed gentlemen and merchants to invest sums as small as £10 or £15. 
Company members sacrificed immediate returns for potential profit once the 
colony became productive, but if the enterprise collapsed, they forfeited small 
sums they could afford to lose. When members of the Levant or East India 
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companies refused to invest in colonizing, organizers recruited members of 
other London trading companies, lesser London merchants not involved in 
foreign trade, and the rich provincial gentry and peers. Merchants predomi- 
nated among stockholders, constituting three-fifths of the members of twelve 
colonial joint stock companies, but nearly two-fifths were gentry or peers. Two- 
thirds of the money invested in colonial joint stock companies came from 
merchants. Gentry investors, as interested in bringing honor to England as in 
profits, provided a third of the capital the companies collected and gave them 
critical protection at court from state interference.!° 

These companies rarely returned a profit to the subscribers. Such profit 
required continuous investments in agriculture over many years, but inves- 
tors—especially the rich merchants who dominated the cloth trade and Far 
Eastern commerce—refused to wait that long. The companies, as a result, were 
far less capitalized than trading companies. The East India Company raised £2.9 
million, more than eight times the total (£464,000) invested in North American 
exploration and settlement between the 1580s and 1630s. The Virginia Com- 
pany, the largest colonial company, collected £76,500 from all sources, more 
than one-fifth of the total raised by all the colonial companies. In contrast the 
Plymouth adventurers invested just £7,000, and the Massachusetts Bay Com- 
pany merely £5,500. Members fell behind or refused to make payments on their 
stock, and company leaders could rarely recruit enough new members to make 
up the shortfall. Nor did inducements such as lotteries, promises of land, or the 
sale of fishing or trade monopolies to merchants bring in enough money to 
make companies profitable. Failure or revocation of charters was inevitable. 
The failure of the chartered companies opened the way for small-scale invest- 
ment in the colonies; private investors—company members among them— 
spent £100,000 trading tobacco, transporting servants, and building planta- 
tions even before the Virginia Company’s charter was revoked.'* 

The Virginia Company was both the greatest success and the greatest failure 
among joint stock companies. It raised £37,000 (£30,000 by 1612), nearly three 
times as much as the Plymouth adventurers and the Massachusetts Bay Com- 
pany combined. By far the largest company with 1,684 members, it had a higher 
than average proportion of gentry, most of whom, unlike the merchants, joined 
in the 1610s, after the colony’s problems had become a scandal. But after 1613, 
stockholders—even gentry—refused to pour more money down the Virginia 
sinkhole. From 1612 to 1621 the company relied on lotteries rather than stock to 
pay its debts. It tried with some success to extort money for the great London 
lotteries from the same trading and livery companies that adamantly refused to 
invest in more stock. Sometimes plagued with scandal and often unable to sell 
enough tickets to hold a drawing, the lotteries nonetheless raised £29,000, 
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three-quarters of the company’s income after 1613. Such creative financing did 
not save the company, racked with internal dissension between gentry and 
merchant members, from dissolution in 1624. 

Without joint stock companies, the English could not have begun the first 
North American colonies. Despite their collapse, companies backed explora- 
tion of the North Atlantic coastline; financed the first voyages to Virginia, 
Plymouth, and Massachusetts Bay; and supplied the colonies during their crit- 
ical first years. These costs were heavy. Investors had to build or buy ships, hire 
seamen, stock the vessels with food and water, pay servants’ travel costs, and 
provision the new colony until crops could be harvested. The £5—£6 free immi- 
grants paid for their passage barely began to cover these expenses. The more 
limited the goal, the more likely revenue would meet expenses. The Massachu- 
setts Bay Company, financed mostly by London’s Puritan merchants, most of 
whom had already contributed to other Puritan ventures, used their funds to 
send ships to Salem in 1629 and the Winthrop fleet to Massachusetts in 1630, but 
thereafter it made few commercial investments. In contrast, the Virginia Com- 
pany not only sent many shiploads of immigrants (to replace those who had 
died) and provisions to Virginia but financed expensive experiments in pro- 
ducing iron, making silk, planting grapes, and educating Indians, all of which 
collapsed.!¢ 

Seventeenth-century colonial companies faced a daunting problem in at- 
tracting immigrants. As travelers returned from the colonies, stories of the 
starvation, poverty, and hostile Indians immigrants faced filled the taverns, 
where merchants recruited poor men to sign on as colonial indentured ser- 
vants. Pamphlet writers lamented the “sulphurious breath of every ballad- 
monger,” the “slander of the Countrey,” the “abuse” of dramatists. Tantalizing 
examples survive of this oral tradition. Ben Jonson, George Chapman, and 
John Marston ridiculed the yen for riches of early adventurers in their 1605 
(reprised in 1613—14) play Eastward Ho! Seagull, an adventurer bound for Vir- 
ginia, entices Scapethrift to join him with tales of riches: “I tell thee, gold is 
more plentiful there than copper is with us,” and when you arrive, “you shall 
live freely there, without sergeants, or courtiers, or lawyers, or intelligencers.” 
For the scene to work, the audience (gentlemen, merchants, or the court) had 
to be aware of the history of colonial adventures.” 

Anticolonial rumor and truth traveled far down the social order. Colonial 
promoters had to contend with a flood of intelligence from immigrants that 
reached their families back home. Letters to kinfolk, carried across the ocean by 
merchants, mariners, and travelers, reported American wonders or dangers 
and complained about American conditions. Highly literate colonists—a small 
minority of the whole—wrote most often, but illiterates could hire a scribe to 
write home for them. John Winthrop swapped letters with English correspon- 
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dents, but so did Richard Frethorne, a miserable servant employed by the 
Virginia Company. Frethorne wrote home in 1623 about “sickness and death,” 
lack of clothing, petty thievery, poor diet, and massacres by Indians. His plea 
that his parents “redeem” him, “release” him “from this bondage and save [his] 
life,” must have circulated through his old neighborhood. In London in early 
1620 a number of poor children, swept off the streets and held at the Bridewell 
Hospital for transport to Virginia, made clear “their unwillingness to go to 
Virginia,” fearing work “under severe masters.”!® 

Popular ballads, printed in cheap, single-sheet broadsides, were the most 
potent anticolonial media. Set to popular tunes and passed from hand to hand, 
early-seventeenth-century ballads circulated widely and probably reached illit- 
erate workmen. Usually topical responses to a current event or rumor, anti- 
colonial ballads satirized colonial conditions, the practice of kidnapping boys 
to labor as servants in Virginia, and Puritan intolerance in early New England. 
Three examples suggest the power of these ballads. “The Maydens of London” 
probably parodied the expectations of the 147 women, mostly middling Lon- 
doners, who traveled to Virginia on two voyages in 1620 and 1621, financed by 
the Virginia Company, to be wives of settlers. “Like loving Rogues together,” the 
“London girls, that are disposed to travel” signed on for the voyage. They would 
be well fed on the trip and would find “Gold and Silver Mines, and Treasures 
much abounding, as plenty as New-Castle coals” when they arrived. But alas 
they were put to hard labor, as another ballad—possibly from the same pe- 
riod—relates: “the Axe and the Hoe have wrought my overthrow.” As their 
clothes grow threadbare, the Maydens lamented: “thinne cloathing then may 
serve your turn, when as you do come thither, for there the Sun is hot enough 
and very warm the weather.” The “West-Country Man’s Voyage to New En- 
gland” (1633) lampoons early Massachusetts. It relates the tale of an immigrant 
to Dorchester, Massachusetts. “Before she went o’er Lord how Voke did tell how 
vishes did grow, and how birds did dwell, all one among t other, in the wood 
and the water.” But he found neither a natural paradise nor a civil society. “The 
strong buildings” were all like the tents “at Bartholmew Fair”; no bells called 
him to prayer “because they had never a Bell in the Town”; and strange cus- 
toms, like adult baptism and civil marriage, abounded. When a ship left for 
England, he “got leave to depart” and “bid farewell to those Fowlers and Fish- 
ers” in New England, where “they shal catch me go thither no more.”!? 

Colonial promoters, hoping to persuade hardworking folk jaded by untrue 
visions of riches and an easy life, had to respond to such effective challenges to 
colonization. They resorted to printing pamphlets and publishing ballads that 
extolled the colonial virtues or played down the colonial problems. They had to 
deceive potential immigrants, yet they could not evade well-reported starving 
times and Indian massacres. To answer anticolonial sentiments, ballad writers, 
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pamphleteers (like John Smith), and promoters of later proprietary colonies 
(Pennsylvania and Maryland) pursued three strategies: they attacked men who 
spread rumors about the colonies, admitted colonial imperfections and prom- 
ised that problems had been resolved, and argued that with hard labor (avoided 
by the first colonists) any immigrant could become a landholder and live in 
comfort. In a land-poor society, where most adults struggled mightily and yet 
suffered great underemployment, such appeals to hard work and land acquisi- 
tion must have been very powerful.”° 

In 1615 the Virginia Company commissioned a ballad to advertise a lottery to 
raise funds for the colony. In 1623 Virginia faced the more daunting task of 
soliciting immigration after the Indian massacre of 1622. That year Edward 
Waterhouse published a pamphlet exonerating the Virginians and making clear 
that (with better defense) a prosperous life awaited immigrants, and a Virginia 
planter published a ballad in London to defend the colony. After lamenting how 
by “sauage trecheries” the Indians murdered “full many a mothers sonne,” the 
ballad tells how the English “slew those enemies, that massacred our men,” 
burned their villages, and destroyed “both tempell, Botes, houses, and weres for 
fishing.” Since the Indians had been killed or chased away, it was safe for men to 
immigrate; “of late from England safe ariwd,” the ballad continues, “a thousand 
people.” The ballad ends with a list of opportunities that awaited the settler, 
from “Iron Workes and silk workes” to “’ndico seed, and Sugar Canes, and 
Figtrees.”?! 

New England publicists pursued similar strategies. The author of New- 
Englands Plantation (1630) admitted the cold, heat, rattlesnakes, and wild In- 
dians the settlers would find but immediately added that men could readily get 
land and find vast supplies of wood. “New England’s Annoyances,” written in 
1643 by Edward Johnson, admitted every slander about New England, except 
heresy, but painted the region’s deficiencies as virtues. Far from being a natural 
paradise, from December through February “the ground is all frozen as hard as 
a stone.” Nor was farming easy, for “our corn being planted and seed being 
sown, the worms destroy much before it is grown.” Since the settlers lacked 
money to import cloth, “our garments begin to grow thin.” But Massachusetts 
was a godly, equal society. “We have a Cow nant with one another,’ Johnson 
wrote, “which makes a division ’twixt brother and brother.” If “some are re- 
jected” for church membership, the others are saints, “equal in virtues and 
wants.” English Puritans “who the Lord intends hither to bring” should “for- 
sake not the honey for fear of the sting”; if one could “bring both a quiet and 
contented mind,” he concluded, “all needful blessings you surely shall find.”?2 

Pamphlets aimed at investors and labor recruiters told a similar story. By 
1609 London merchant Robert Johnson had substituted the “Excellent fruites 
by Planting in Virginia” for the search for riches. He urged that the “swarmes of 
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idle persons” with “no meanes of labour to releieve their misery” be sent, but 
more than that, he wanted industrious workers—“Carpenters, Ship-wrights, 
Sawuers, Brickemakers, Bricklayers, Plowmen, Sowers, Planters, Fishermen”— 
to come to grow sugar, oranges, or lemons, “to make . . . all necessaries, for 
comfort or use of the colony.” All who paid their own passage would receive a 
share in the Virginia Company and, eventually, land. In 1616 John Smith, who 
knew firsthand the refusal of Virginia immigrants to work, proposed a different 
kind of colony in New England. His Virginia experience suggested that no 
“other motive than wealth, will erect there a Commonweale.” Good fishing 
banks and farmlands abounded, waiting for the “imployment” of the “idle.” 
Laborers could farm “good ground” that “cost nothing but labour; it seems 
strange,” he concluded, that “any such there should grow poore.” The author 
of The Planters Plea (1630), an English Puritan apparently involved in set- 
tling Massachusetts, agreed. Everyone should “serve one another through 
love, in some profitable and useful calling,” a task difficult in England, where 
“handy-craftsmen, as Shoomakers, Taylors, nay Masons, Carpenters” were 
“overcharged [oppressed].” These men, the “able Ministers, Physitians, Soul- 
diers, Schoolemasters, Mariners, and Mechanicks,” were “fit to be employed 
in... planting a Colony.” The author tried to overcome objections to planting a 
colony: immigrants were not abandoning England but doing God’s work; plen- 
tiful fuel would keep families warm through the cold winter; and Virginia may 
have failed to prosper, but Massachusetts—unlike Virginia—was undertaken 
for “the advancement of the Gospell.””3 

The king granted later-seventeenth-century colonies—Carolina, Maryland, 
Pennsylvania, the Jerseys, and New York—to proprietors. Able to attract settlers 
from nearby colonies, they had far fewer survival problems than Virginia or 
Plymouth. Moreover, while proprietors did not use the joint stock form, they 
borrowed its substance, making large land grants (the equivalent of stock) in 
return for money that could be used to finance emigration. Calvert (Maryland) 
relied on rich Catholic gentlemen; the eight Carolina proprietors jointly funded 
operations, giving £500 each. Penn (Pennsylvania) not only set up German and 
Welsh enclaves (leading the Welsh to set up several land companies) but en- 
couraged rich Quaker merchants in London and Bristol to form a joint stock 
company, the Free Society of Traders. Unlike earlier companies it was never 
dominant, but it did send servants to Pennsylvania, organize fishing expedi- 
tions, and operate a gristmill and brick kiln. Colonists and later investors 
benefited from the unintended gifts—ships, supplies, and investments in pro- 
duction—of merchant and gentry company members.”4 

William Penn perfected earlier strategies of joint stock companies in his 
highly effective 1680s campaign to gain investors and entice settlers to Pennsyl- 
vania. As population growth diminished after mid-century, economic condi- 
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tions in England improved, and more men could find work at home. Penn 
therefore aimed his campaign, in part, at fellow persecuted Quakers. Since he 
knew that too few Quakers would migrate, he promoted his colony widely to 
non-Quakers and foreigners, appointing agents in England, Scotland, Ireland, 
and Holland to recruit immigrants. To aid recruiters and attract immigrants, he 
published seven tracts between 1681 and 1686 in English (twenty editions), 
Dutch (five editions of four pamphlets), German (four editions of three pam- 
phlets), and French (a compilation of several pamphlets). The pamphlets re- 
futed arguments against colonization and recounted the great opportunities to 
be had on Pennsylvania’s bountiful lands if one worked assiduously. Far from 
weakening England, colonies had already “inrich’d and so strengthened her.” 
The labor of the industrious “is worth more than if they stay’d at home,” he 
added, “the Product of their Labour being in Commodities of a superiour 
Nature to those of this Country.” Penn sought “industrious Husbandmen and 
Day-Labourers,” “Laborious Handicrafts,” “younger Brothers of small Inheri- 
tances”—anyone who wanted to improve his station. The poor would not get 
rich, but men who could “hardly live and allow themselves Cloaths” in England 
“do marry there, and bestow thrice more in all Necessaries and Conveniences” 
for their families. Later, less defensive pamphlets recounted the colony’s re- 
sources in prosaic detail, specified how immigrants could get land, portrayed 
the public order and dense settlement already achieved, described the peaceful 
Indians, and printed a map of the colony that showed thick habitation by 
whites, but no Indian villages. 

Intensive promotional efforts were most needed during the planning stages 
before the first settlers arrived and at the outset of colonization. Pamphlets 
extolling New England first appeared in the 1610s and continued from the early 
1620s to the early 1630s; Penn published his pamphlets in the 1680s. The cam- 
paign to populate Virginia continued for several decades after 1607 because the 
colony’s survival remained in doubt. Once colonists established households, 
markets, and local institutions, investors published much less promotional 
literature. Large-scale, organized expeditions—best financed by wealthy com- 
panies—were no longer needed. With colonies well established, rich men could 
move about (from Barbados to Virginia, Carolina, or New England, and from 
New Netherland or New England to Virginia) and bring servants and slaves 
with them. English immigrants, however, were still necessary to hold land 
conquered from Indians or to work as farm laborers on recently cleared lands. 
Literature became more focused on them: “New England’s Annoyances” was 
circulated in the 1640s, when more people returned to England than left for 
New England, and John Hammond wrote Leah and Rachel in 1656 to attract 
indentured servants to Chesapeake tobacco fields.” 

Once colonies appeared secure, entrepreneurs entered the colonial servant 
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and commodity trades. Englishmen had to find people to work the Indian land 
they conquered. Labor shortages appeared everywhere. In New England, family 
labor sometimes proved insufficient for local subsistence, and in the southern 
colonies, householders could not meet demands for tobacco in England or 
meat in the West Indies. Poor and youthful wage laborers in London and the 
countryside, the most promising potential recruits, could ill afford to pay £5- 
£6 for passage across the ocean, a sum that equaled more than half a year’s 
wages. At first the Virginia Company transported laborers and set them to work 
on company plantations; but workers ran away to Indian villages, and by 1619 
the company had sold the servants to planters. After the company’s demise, 
independent London and outport merchants met colonial labor demands. 
They sent shiploads of servants and free immigrants, bought tobacco, and hired 
agents to engage in colonial business. Even before the dissolution of the Vir- 
ginia Company, over half the investment in the colony came from independent 
merchants. In 1619-21, for instance, four prominent Gloucestershire gentlemen 
recruited 100 people to settle on the upper James River. By 1635, 175 men traded 
tobacco, and many of them were involved in the servant trade. Thousands of 
small-time merchants, mariners, and planters sent a few servants to the colo- 
nies, and nearly 3,000 participated in the trade in Bristol alone from 1654 to 
1686. Small entrepreneurs, who paid the way of four or fewer people, trans- 
ported to the Chesapeake region over half the servants who left Bristol from 
1654 to 1660 and London from 1682 to 1686.2” 

This recruitment system worked efficiently, for at least two-thirds of 
seventeenth-century British emigrants to North America came as indentured 
servants. Indentured servitude maintained the form of service-in-husbandry 
but destroyed the constraints that bound master to servant. While servants-in- 
husbandry chose their master and worked a year at a time, indentured servants 
over twenty-one signed on for four years to repay their passage, and those 
without indentures worked even longer. Indentured servants could not choose 
their masters but had to work for and accept the authority of whoever bought 
their contracts; they could be bought or sold during their terms. Infrequently 
paid a wage, indentured servants received freedom dues at the end of their 
term. The longer terms and frequent sales they suffered suggest that they were 
less likely than servants-in-husbandry to be treated as family members.”* 

Given the difficulties in persuading anyone to emigrate, the success of ser- 
vant recruiters was undeniable. While recruiters occasionally kidnapped boys 
or women or spirited men aboard ships bound for the colonies, nearly all 
servant immigrants had to be persuaded. Immigrant recruitment became a 
major enterprise in London and the outports, where recruiters set up offices, 
posted notices at alehouses, hired men to sing glowing ballads, and sent men to 
comb city streets and village byways. Recruiters promised high wages and land 
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and tried to keep the most damning facts from potential recruits (especially 
those with skills), who soon learned each colony’s reputation. Before signing 
indentures, youths negotiated with the merchant who paid their travel costs; 
those willing to go to the West Indies demanded terms six months shorter than 
the five years served by those bound for Virginia. Skilled servants, literate 
servants, and older youths (who had gained strength or agricultural skills) 
negotiated shorter terms. The few servant girls who emigrated to colonies short 
of women could demand a premium of a year and a half off their terms. The 
poorest and least skilled, however, may have had little choice of either destina- 
tion or term of service.” 

John Hammond’s Leah and Rachel (1656) mimics arguments servant re- 
cruiters probably made. Writing in the middle of the heaviest English migra- 
tion to the Chesapeake region, Hammond posed as an honest broker. He 
admitted Virginia had been “an unhealthy place, a nest of Rogues, whores, 
desolute and rooking [cheating] persons; a place of intolerable labour, bad 
usage and hard Diet” but attributed these failures to the venality of the first 
immigrants, the lack of civil justice in the colony, and a “curell Massacre com- 
mitted by the Natives.” Virginia’s “honest and vertuous inhabitants” herded 
cattle and grew corn and tobacco, making the country a “wholesome, healthy 
and fruitfull” place. To lure immigrants, Hammond offered practical advice. 
Those unable to “defray their own charges” should beware of “mercinary spir- 
its” and sign an indenture. Such servants would receive “corne, dubble appar- 
rell, tooles necessary,” but not land, which went to the master. But Hammond 
did promise land, the great inducement, even to servants. Some “industrious” 
servants might “gain a competent estate before their Freedomes” on income 
made from the garden plot masters granted them. Once freed, an industrious 
man could get land cheaply, make “his owne corne and neede take no care for 
bread,” grow tobacco for “a good maintenance,” and “by diligence” become a 
“great merchant.” Hammond’s pose of honesty, his willingness to admit prob- 
lems and offer practical advice, made his arguments about colonial oppor- 
tunity persuasive when repeated to ill-informed potential servants. By the time 
servants learned of the high mortality immigrants suffered and the long years 
they had to work before getting land, it was too late.*° 

This private system of labor recruitment was remarkably effective in bring- 
ing Europeans to North America. The English migration rate was higher than 
those of continental European powers. About 160,000 to 164,000 English men 
and women immigrated to the mainland English colonies during the seven- 
teenth century, most between 1630 and 1670; 116,000 to 120,000 went to the 
Chesapeake colonies. New England, which attracted few servants, received 
21,000; about 23,500 English, but many other Europeans, came to the mid- 
Atlantic colonies at the end of the century. If one includes migration to the West 
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Indies, the count rises to 350,000. In comparison, between 650,000 and 750,000 
Europeans, nearly all Spaniards, reached Spain’s colonies between 1492 and 
1700. Only 30,000, almost all French, came to New France, but over two-thirds 
of them returned home. In other words, 2,300 English immigrants reached the 
mainland colonies annually from 1630 to 1700 (5,000, including the West In- 
dies), while only 3,400 came to Spain’s colonies in the century after 1492, and 
200 arrived in Quebec (and just 65 stayed).>? 


Motivations for Migration 


About 350,000 Britons stepped into the unknown by traveling to North Amer- 
ica (a voyage of five to nine perilous weeks), where they risked Indian attack, 
disease, and death. What motivated them to take this step? So few immigrants 
set down their reasons for emigration that we will never precisely understand 
motivations, but enough information survives to allow us to make educated 
guesses. We know that promoters explained away the dangers, but potential 
colonists could decode their lies. Statistical data on the timing of the migration 
suggest that immigrants made more or less informed decisions, comparing 
prospects at home to opportunities in America. 

Historians have vigorously debated individual motivation, implicitly assum- 
ing that each individual or family made a separate decision to come to America. 
Yet migration to America involved communal decisions. Religious communi- 
ties might encourage or discourage migration by members. Economic condi- 
tions—population growth, underemployment in London, the depressed cloth 
industry—provided an essential backdrop to migration. The 1619 commission 
to seat a town at Berkeley Plantation, Virginia, captures the ambiguities of 
emigrant motivations: the founders would “settle and plant our men” there “to 
the honour of Almighty God, the enlarging of the Christian religion, and the 
augmentation and revenue of the general plantation . .. , to the particular good 
and profit of ourselves, men, and servants.”>? 

The reasons why families and individuals emigrated thus varied by time of 
migration, region of origin, class, and religion. The timing of colonial charters 
and the migration of free families point to a strong economic motivation. Every 
seventeenth-century colony was founded during a depression. The Massachu- 
setts Bay Company received its charter in 1629 at the beginning of a depression; 
in 1633, when the first ships reached Maryland, the depression deepened. Joint 
stock companies and proprietors made countercyclical investments, hoping 
that colonizing would make money at times when few investments were profit- 
able. Families more willingly sold their assets and emigrated during depressions 
when profits from farms and businesses had reached a low point. A depression 
in the East Anglia cloth industry stood behind the great migration to New 
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England of the 1630s; free families migrated to the Chesapeake colonies most 
commonly during the depression and war years of the 1650s and 1660s; Penn- 
sylvania was founded in 1681, at the beginning of a depression, and heavy 
migration continued throughout that depressed decade.’ 

Nearly all seventeenth-century English men and women stayed in England. 
They were, Richard Eburne wrote, “wedded to their native soil like a snail to his 
shell” and would “rather even starve at home than seek store abroad.” Those 
who expected to own land or practiced skilled trades had few reasons to emi- 
grate, but even laboring people had other choices: remain in one’s home village, 
tramp the countryside searching for work, migrate to a market town, or move 
to London. Fear of the unknown, inability to accumulate the money necessary 
for passage, unwillingness to trade freedom for four or more years of servitude, 
and the desire to stay near one’s family kept the vast majority of English families 
at home. Those in groups most prone to migrate often stayed. Samuel Rogers, a 
young Puritan, remained at home to please his father, despite friendship with 
clerical émigrés, exposure to promotional efforts, and his own desire to “one 
day see New England and the beauty of . . . thy lively and pure ordinances.” The 
half-million people who did emigrate from England between 1630 and 1680 
represent no more than 4 percent of the people of the country, and the main- 
land colonies had to compete with Ireland and the West Indies even for these 
people.*4 

Some immigrants, moreover, considered their stay in America a temporary 
refuge from religious turmoil or a poor economy, expecting to return home 
once English authorities tolerated their faith or they had made enough money. 
Only richer men—especially gentlemen, merchants, or Puritan clergymen— 
could afford to return to England. Many gentlemen who came to Virginia 
before 1620 returned to England when they discovered that sickness, death, and 
Indians lurked everywhere. Other Virginians wanted only “a present crop, and 
their hasty return.” As early as the 1630s, discontented New Englanders, unwill- 
ing to abide the rule of the saints, returned to England. Their numbers in- 
creased in the 1640s when a depression sent some back home to seek better 
opportunities and when civil war beckoned the faithful back to fight for Prot- 
estant liberty. As many as a sixth of immigrants who arrived in New England 
from London in 1635 moved to the West Indies or returned to England in 
the 1640s and 1650s, as did a twelfth of Watertown’s early settlers. Most re- 
turnees were middling or educated men and their families. One-quarter of the 
university-educated immigrant clergymen returned; lacking stable positions in 
New England but enjoying good reputations in England, they moved back to 
help fellow Puritans and to gain employment in parishes seized from followers 
of Archbishop William Laud.’ 

Britons who moved to the colonies considered an array of economic, cul- 
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tural, religious, familial, and personal factors difficult to disentangle. Migrants 
were pushed out of England by grinding poverty, fear of becoming poor, re- 
ligious persecution, and the enthusiasm of neighbors or family. They were 
pulled to North America by the excitement of adventure, promise of riches, 
opportunity to own land, and desire to build a godly community. We can rank 
these possibilities by looking at the groups who made up a majority of colo- 
nists: the earliest adventurers, servants and free immigrants bound for the 
Chesapeake, ministers and laymen who went to New England, and free families 
who repeopled Pennsylvania. We will examine three dimensions of migration: 
the presence of kin in the colonies, the costs of passage and setting up house- 
holds in America, and relative opportunities in England and America.*° 

A yearning for riches and glory motivated late-sixteenth-century adventurers 
and some of their seventeenth-century successors. The gentlemen among them 
knew the risks of a colonial enterprise and hardly needed to migrate to earn 
their daily bread. Rank-and-file adventurers crossed the ocean to plunder na- 
tive peoples, to mine gold and silver they believed abundant, and to live without 
labor in a tropical paradise. As late as 1612 William Simmonds lamented that 
some emigrants deemed Virginia “not delightful because not stuffed with . . . 
heaps of gold and silver, nor such rare commodities as the Portugals and 
Spaniards found.” Such men lusted for adventure—fighting the Spanish or the 
Indians, converting Indians, and planting English sovereignty on foreign soil— 
as much as gold. They had neither knowledge of the hard work necessary to 
make a settlement nor the desire to labor to accomplish that end.*” 

Unemployment and destitution at home, combined with colonial oppor- 
tunities, propelled servants bound for Virginia or Maryland. As the population 
and the labor force grew and the number of enclosures rose during the early 
seventeenth century, agricultural and industrial wages declined. Servants immi- 
grated during times of low English wages but high tobacco prices, enticed by 
the possibility of setting up their own tobacco farms once their terms expired. 
The Chesapeake region attracted the English whose futures were most bleak. 
Servant emigrants from Bristol during 1654—86, for instance, mostly came from 
depressed textile towns, poor pastoral regions, or other marginal areas. Those 
who left London could find only intermittent work and faced the unpalatable 
choices of destitution, petty thievery, or colonial emigration. Merchants or sea 
captains paid their passage, and they would lose only their meager and irregular 
wages. In return they were promised, at a minimum, subsistence during their 
terms. 

Yet only a small minority of young, dispossessed city laborers signed on for 
the colonies. What distinguished them from those who stayed in London or 
Bristol? Servant emigrants may have been more isolated than most of the poor. 
They received neither subsistence nor succor from their families. Youths who 
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shipped out as servants had left home years before to find work in farming or 
industry. Most had lived in depressed cloth villages where their families scraped 
by on the wasteland. As youths they had moved to London, Bristol, or Liver- 
pool. Usually illiterate, they maintained sporadic contact with their families. 
Many were orphans, tenuously tied to siblings and other kin. Those without 
indentures were so young that they may have been abandoned by their families. 
Without families, they could expect no inheritance; without an inheritance, 
they could not marry. Even Virginia, with its remote promise of family, farm, 
and community, must have seemed a better choice than the certainty of poverty 
and loneliness in London.38 

Many New England and Pennsylvania servants—those who worked in the 
fishing banks or the half of early Pennsylvania servants brought over by mer- 
chants in groups of seven or more—shared the experience of men bound for 
the Chesapeake. But others, like most of those on the Mayflower or in the 
Winthrop fleet, had been hired by emigrating families and came over as part of 
a household. Similarly, at least a third of early Pennsylvania servants—those 
held by owners of one to three workers—came as family workers. Unlike Vir- 
ginia servants, they chose their masters and probably enjoyed more paternal 
treatment. They had to endure longer terms than servants-in-husbandry, but if 
Pennsylvania indentures are representative, they served four years, less time 
than most plantation-bound servants. Rather than desperation, a desire to be 
with people who treated them as kindred may have led them to emigrate; some 
may have shared the master’s religion, whether Puritan or Quaker, and like 
him, they left to escape possible persecution.*? 

Women constituted a small minority—one in four in the second half of the 
century—of servants. The need for men to clear land and grow tobacco reduced 
demand for female servants; the unwillingness of women to move away from 
home, kin, and civility reduced the supply. What induced women to leave? The 
fact that they were in their late teens and early twenties, younger than male 
servants or female servants-in-husbandry, suggests that many were orphans, 
abandoned children, or daughters of the very poor—women with few prospects 
of marrying or making a living. If they came to Virginia or Maryland and 
survived servitude, they might find husbands and become planters’ wives, a 
status much higher than they could achieve in England. Planters who wanted 
wives bid down the term of service by nearly a year and a half. Former servant 
women married in their mid-twenties, the same age as the daughters of proper- 
tied men in England.” 

Free immigrants financed their own passage. Given the expenses of the 
voyage and of making a new household, they had to have substantial means. 
Before 1640, until local artisans appeared and livestock reproduced, emigrants 
expecting to set up households had to carry everything with them. The animals 
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and fodder, flour and peas, butter and cheese, dried meat and fruit, clothing 
and bedding, pots and pans, axes and hoes, and guns and fishing nets, along 
with transportation, cost a frugal couple around £25. A couple with several 
children paid £40; a gentry household, £80. Few families had that much money. 
Gentlemen might finance emigration from current income, but yeomen and 
master artisans had to sell possessions. With property worth £50 or less, cot- 
tagers, urban laborers, and husbandmen—three-quarters or more of the popu- 
lace—had no hope of financing emigration, even if they sold all they owned. In 
order to emigrate, many artisan and husbandman families scrimped to save 
and took less than what they needed to survive after they arrived. After 1640 
middling immigrants could buy what they needed in the colonies, but they still 
required money or credit to buy land, furniture, tools, food, kitchen goods, and 
clothing to last them their first year.*! 

The gentry, yeomen, merchants, and craftsmen who paid their way to the 
Chesapeake region did forgo income and comfort in the hope of greater oppor- 
tunities. Propertied men secure in their livelihoods or unwilling to take finan- 
cial risks to make a fortune stayed at home, but younger sons of gentlemen— 
who could not expect to inherit land—emigrated to escape burdensome debts 
or to build their estates, become landed gentlemen, and provide for their sons. 
Merchants, some of gentry lineage, came to the region to exploit the tobacco 
and servant trades. The middling majority probably hoped to acquire land and 
an independent subsistence denied them in England. Fear of losing out in the 
struggles over enclosure and dispossession pushed them out of England; hopes 
of making a comfortable living growing tobacco lured them to the Chesapeake. 
A small inheritance of little use in England might buy passage to the Chesa- 
peake and with it a headright, giving a husbandman or craftsman a right to 
survey and patent his own land.” 

For gentlemen and merchants, migration to the Chesapeake entailed com- 
plex family negotiations. Some pairs of brothers migrated together; immigrants 
encouraged relatives to join them in Virginia; younger sons moved to relieve 
pressure on their older siblings as well as to establish an independent fortune; 
and gentry or mercantile families set up colonial businesses in London and sent 
sons or brothers to the Chesapeake to be their agents. When rich Barbadian 
merchants migrated to the Chesapeake (with family, servants, and slaves), they 
not only set up plantations and mercantile businesses but kept in touch with 
kin and neighbors at home, encouraging them to come as well. Other emi- 
grants clashed with their families, even to the point of being disinherited. Those 
without family help could call on friends in London to help them emigrate; the 
Chesapeake allowed these men to start over in a new land.*® 

If economic incentives pushed most families to migrate to the Chesapeake, 
religious and familial reasons were behind the decisions of others. The Catho- 
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lics, Protestant dissenters, and Quakers who moved to Maryland sought a 
refuge where they could practice their faith and work their plantations in peace. 
One-fourth of the first immigrants to Maryland were Catholic, mainly gentle- 
men and small property holders; most of the Protestants were servants. Immi- 
grant Catholics built a plantation community in St. Mary’s County, where as 
late as 1708 they constituted a third of the populace. So many radical Protes- 
tants, seeking toleration, flocked to the colony that Charles Calvert complained 
in 1677 that “the greatest part of the Inhabitants . . . doe consist of Presbiterians, 
Independents, Anabaptists, and Quakers.” During the 1650s Puritans and Pres- 
byterians emigrated from England. Quaker missionaries converted many im- 
migrant Puritans; by the end of the century, one in eight Marylanders may have 
been Quaker. Puritans and Quakers immigrated to Virginia as well. As early as 
the 1610s Calvinists regularly preached at Virginia churches, and a congregation 
of Brownists—radical independents—arrived in 1618. By mid-century the lower 
James basin and Eastern Shore had become Puritan strongholds and had at- 
tracted Quaker missionaries. When Virginia authorities suppressed Protestant 
radicalism, many Quakers and Puritans moved to Maryland.*4 

Economic conditions combined with religious persecution drove migration 
to Massachusetts. The most influential promoters—Puritan clergymen and lay 
gentry—looked at New England as a refuge from oppression and disaster. They 
saw evidence of catastrophe everywhere in the 1630s, from vagrancy to public 
encouragement of sport and drink. Poverty, hunger, poor harvests, and a de- 
pressed cloth industry stalked their villages, and religious persecution tipped 
the balance in favor of leaving. When Archbishop Laud began to remove Pu- 
ritan clergy from their parishes, forbidding them to preach, more than a hun- 
dred college-educated Puritan clergy and laymen left. Laud had suspended the 
clerical rights of at least forty-seven of the seventy-six emigrant Puritan clergy. 
In England they refused to give in to Laud’s demands; in New England they 
could make a church of their own and freely preach salvation. These men had 
an importance that far outweighed their small numbers, for about half per- 
suaded followers to emigrate with them.* 

Religious motivations inspired artisan and farm families to migrate as well. 
Bitter conflicts between Puritan preachers and episcopal officials occurred in 53 
of 165 East Anglian towns that sent emigrants to New England. Sympathetic to 
their ministers, parishioners listened attentively when they preached about 
emigration. A few people from each beleaguered village subsequently emi- 
grated. Roger Clap, born into a religious family of five children in Devonshire 
(with an annual income “not above eighty pounds”), was one such emigrant. 
At about age twenty he left home to be near a “famous preacher” in Exon and 
lived as a servant in “as famous a [gentry] family for religion as ever I knew.” He 
“never so much as heard of New England until [he] heard many godly persons 
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that were going there,” including preacher John Warham. After some struggle 
with his father, he boarded a ship with “many godly families,” including War- 
ham’s, convinced that “God brought [him] out of Plymouth” and “landed 
[him] in health at Nantasket.” Like Clap, a substantial minority of emigrants 
had developed such great piety and extensive knowledge of the Bible and Cal- 
vinist theology that they reported detailed spiritual autobiographies soon after 
they arrived. A third of those admitted to the Cambridge church linked immi- 
gration to their striving for salvation.*° 

Religious concerns pushed families toward emigration, but other incentives 
were usually necessary to make them leave England. An emigrant might, like 
defrocked Puritan cleric Thomas Shepherd, leave England to protest ungodly 
practices of the church but, at the same time, hope to find a “way of subsistence 
in peace and comfort to me and my family” impossible in England. Or an 
emigrant could follow a charismatic preacher, go with friends or kindred, be 
persuaded by husbands, or join family members already in New England. 
Others wished to live in a holy community uncontaminated by religious error; 
when they got to New England, they formed towns with like-minded country- 
men. Even the faithful disposed to move rarely left without inner turmoil. Mary 
Angier Sparhawk, who emigrated to Cambridge with her prosperous husband, 
listened to John Rogers, “one of the most awakening preachers of the age.” 
When she heard of “New England, she thought if any good here it was.” But 
when her husband resolved to emigrate, she feared if “God should not help all 
would rise to greater condemnation.” This “fear of no blessing” stalked her 
until she thought that if “her children might get good it would be worth [her] 
journey.” William Manning, who moved first to Roxbury and then to Cam- 
bridge, had more personal doubts. “To come out of” his sinful state, “having at 
last thoughts of . . . New England, my wife and I hearing some certainty of 
things here, I desired to come hither.” But “when the Lord brought me to sea, I 
was overcome with a discontented mind, meeting there with hard and sad trials 
as fear of losing my wife.”4” 

Even as he hoped in 1630 that “the most sincere and godly” immigrants 
would “have the advancement of the Gospel as their maine scope,” Puritan 
minister John White knew that “necessities,” “noveltie,” or “hopes of gaine in 
time to come may prevaile with” others. Fear of impoverishment at home and 
hope for success in New England combined powerfully with religious, familial, 
and communal motivations to propel families to emigrate. Poor harvests in 
East Anglia during the early 1630s raised food prices, heightening the distress. 
Textile workers who emigrated from East Anglia and the West Country proba- 
bly sought escape from that depressed industry. Even if they were not directly 
affected, the devastation around them served as a potent reminder of what 
might happen to them. 
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John Dane’s experience shows how economic and religious motivations were 
linked in the decision to migrate. Dane, a tailor’s son, followed his father’s trade 
and moved from place to place in search of work. He grew up in a religious 
family but led a dissolute life dancing and attending cock fights until he became 
a servant of a pious Puritan, married, and began to listen to sermons. He 
explained his decision in religious terms; it was a way to free himself from 
temptation. But immigration to New England was also part of his search for 
stable employment. Like John Dane, every emigrant expected to make a decent 
living once he arrived. Defrocked clergymen hoped to find a new parish; ar- 
tisans either wanted to reestablish their trades or find land to farm; farmers 
wanted land for themselves and their children.*® 

Economic motives were undoubtedly paramount for some New England 
immigrants. The single young men (and many fewer families) who emigrated 
from Wiltshire (in the West Country) mainly left towns and pasture-forest 
areas to escape the consequences of rapid population growth—pressure on 
land, rising rents, growing numbers of cottagers, postponed marriages, and 
constricted opportunities. The religious radicalism of the area further encour- 
aged emigration. Many of these migrants landed on the Maine, New Hamp- 
shire, or northern Massachusetts coast, where they joined servants and youths 
from other parts of England to exploit fisheries or forests. Economic motiva- 
tions predominated among some Connecticut River Valley pioneers as well. 
The settlers of Springfield, whether servants or free people, came to trade with 
Indians or work for the Pynchons, the premier family in town.” 

The origins of emigration to Pennsylvania can be traced to William Penn’s 
(and other Quakers’) urge to develop a refuge for that persecuted sect, but 
economic and religious motivations for migration were entangled here, too. 
Quaker theology linked prosperity to bourgeois values of domesticity, self- 
sufficiency, and self-denial. In Restoration England, Quaker meetings were 
illegal, and Quaker missionaries could be prosecuted as vagrants. Hundreds of 
Friends suffered large fines and imprisonment and some faced banishment to 
the colonies. Most Quaker emigrants had suffered greater disruptions of their 
households, the center of their value system, than those who stayed in Britain 
and paid larger fines for infractions. They could ill afford the fines, for they 
lived in the impoverished North Midlands and Wales, adjacent areas nearly 
untouched by the prosperity and improving agriculture characteristic of re- 
gions that sent emigrants to the Chesapeake and New England. Families had 
responded to population growth by subdividing estates, rather than the consol- 
idation common elsewhere in England. Landholders, whatever the form of 
their tenancy, thereby accumulated less wealth than those who lived in more 
advanced parts of the realm. Emigrants hoped that Pennsylvania would bring a 
flowering of prosperity, radical faith, and bourgeois social mores. Once the 
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promise of Pennsylvania became known, numerous middling Quakers de- 
parted, sometimes hiring neighbors’ children as servants. Meetings of Friends 
sent other families too poor to afford passage across the ocean. Pushed by 
persecution and pulled by opportunity, nearly entire Quaker meetings on occa- 
sion picked up and moved to Pennsylvania.*° 


Servants and Farmers, Mechanics and Merchants 


Like all migration, emigration from England to North America was highly 
selective. Each colonial venture attracted or repulsed men and women from 
different segments of English society: Londoners or villagers, single men or 
families, orthodox Protestants or dissenters, and farmers or craftsmen. Prior 
migration and British and colonial labor markets structured immigrant re- 
cruitment by colonizers, shippers, and land speculators. Recruiters, in turn, 
sent immigrants to places where demand for labor was high or opportunities 
great. As colonial labor markets and opportunities grew or declined, immigrant 
destinations changed. One can distinguish immigration to the Chesapeake 
colonies from that to New England, early-seventeenth-century from mid- and 
late-seventeenth-century immigration, and migration to newer colonies such 
as the Carolinas and Pennsylvania from movement to Virginia or Massachu- 
setts. Each of these migration streams points to differences in the timing of 
immigration; the sexual, age, and occupational distribution of migrants; and 
the contrasting mixes of free people and servants among immigrants.*! 

English emigrants fell into two groups: servants and free people. Servants 
were young (between ages fifteen and twenty-five), mostly male, and com- 
monly from the laboring classes. Usually recruited in cities such as London 
or Bristol, many had worked as servants-in-husbandry before they moved to 
town. Free emigrants, in contrast, were more evenly divided by sex, included 
families as well as unmarried men, and typically came from the smallholder, 
artisan, or less often, gentry classes. Recruited from countryside as well as city, 
they often moved with neighbors or kinfolk. During the first decades of white 
habitation, the character of colonial society depended in large measure on the 
mix of free and servant immigrants. The rapid development of commercial 
agriculture in the southern colonies, along with the failure of New Englanders 
to find an exportable staple, led recruiters to send most servants to the southern 
colonies. As a result, the proportion of servants in the immigrant population 
rose as one traveled south from New England.*? 

Heavy emigration to North America began in the 1630s. Less than 10,000 
people moved to Virginia or New England between 1607 and 1630, and most of 
them died of hunger or disease. Large numbers of English emigrants landed in 
the Chesapeake colonies between 1630 and 1680 and in New England in the 
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1630s. Immigration averaged 20,000 a decade in the 1630s and 1640s and 25,000 
a decade between 1650 and 1690, almost all to the southern and middle colonies. 
By the last third of the century, immigration and a declining English rate of 
natural increase had lowered population growth by a third, reducing the num- 
ber of new workers entering the labor force, raising wages, and decreasing both 
internal migration and colonial emigration. At the same time, opportunities 
diminished in the Chesapeake colonies, where as many as two-fifths of British 
immigrants had gone. English emigration therefore plunged to just 10,000 a 
decade in the 1690s and 1700s.*3 

The Roanoke colonists, the first permanent white residents of the mainland, 
acted as soldiers out to conquer and hold territory for English adventurers and 
the crown. At best they created a barracks society, not a settled farm commu- 
nity. At least a ninth of the adventurers were gentlemen, scholars, and officers. 
All of the 108 setters in Roanoke in 1585-86 were men. A few gentleman adven- 
turers out to make a fortune in precious metals migrated, but the large majority 
were Londoners or West Country men hired by Sir Walter Raleigh as servants; 
perhaps half were soldiers. Although many had experience as farmworkers, 
they got their food from supplies they carried with them or from the Indians. 
The 1587 Roanoke colony (the “lost” colony) was similar: 100 of the 117 immi- 
grants were men or boys, mostly servants; only 17 were women. Some, espe- 
cially the 32 who migrated in family units (15 couples, 2 of which had one child) 
might have expected to establish a farming community.* 

Between 1607 and 1633, 9,000 English migrants, from much of southern 
England, came to Virginia. Like Roanoke, Virginia was organized on military 
principles. The first three shiploads of colonists—293 men and 2 women, in- 
cluding 110 gentlemen, 51 laborers (most of whom were gentlemen’s personal 
servants), and 27 city craftsmen—were unprepared to feed, clothe, or house 
themselves. Most died, and their replacements included fewer gentlemen. 
Through the 1610s the colony attracted unruly men who could hunt or fight 
Indians but few people with the skills necessary to feed the colony. The Virginia 
Company and independent merchants plucked laborers from London streets, 
sold them to planters, and set them to work farming tobacco. The company, 
moreover, made strong efforts to recruit men accustomed to farm labor. It sent 
over about 100 in 1619, in a ship filled with 89 company tenants including 19 
husbandmen and 43 artisans, 29 of whom followed trades needed in a farm 
community. Three years later another ship, with at least 103 passengers, carried 
private adventurers and their servants. In 1625, when Virginia authorities took a 
census of the survivors of famine, disease, and massacre, three-fourths of the 
white men in the colony were servants; most were between ages fifteen and 
thirty. The gentry (an eleventh of white men) and other big planters bought 
most of the servants. As late as 1635 over two-thirds of the Virginia immigrants 
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were between fifteen and twenty-four years of age; presumably nearly all were 
servants.” 

Neither the company nor Virginia’s planters attracted many women. By 1610 
a few women had migrated, but most were too ill to work. Even in 1625, after the 
Virginia Company sent several shiploads of “younge, handsome, and honestly 
educated Maides” to marry single planters, there were more than six men for 
every woman in the colony. Planters, seeking the highest possible tobacco 
profits, continued to buy male servants but avoided purchasing women: in 1635 
they still transported six men for every woman. Planters keenly felt the absence 
of women in the colony. A former servant might find a wife, but only if he 
survived for years after his term of service had ended. Women, moreover, were 
essential to the colony’s survival, performing tasks men considered beneath 
them, such as cultivating vegetable gardens, milking cows, rearing children, and 
keeping house. Most important, women would bring stability to a violent 
society, “tye and root the Planters myndes to Virginia by the bonds of wives and 
children.”°¢ 

The servant trade to the Chesapeake colonies peaked between 1630 and 1680, 
when nearly 100,000 English men and women, the vast majority of whom were 
servants, immigrated. Servant immigration grew from the 1630s to the 1670s 
and was heaviest during the third quarter of the century. English wages and the 
tobacco trade regulated English emigration. Servants indentured themselves to 
Chesapeake planters when English wages declined and tobacco prices rose; they 
refused to go when English wages rose and tobacco prices dropped. This con- 
vergence of English wages and Chesapeake tobacco prices suggests that servants 
migrated expecting greater opportunities and that planters used servants they 
bought exclusively to produce tobacco. After 1680, as fewer Englishmen came of 
age and wages rose, English youths refused to go to the region, preferring 
opportunities at home (especially in times of war, when men joined the army or 
privateers) or in newer colonies. As a result, servant prices rose, and Chesa- 
peake planters seeking workers turned to slavery.°” 

Chesapeake planters most wanted young and strong male servants who 
could tolerate the backbreaking work of cultivating tobacco. During the middle 
decades of the seventeenth century they attracted poor youths, many of them 
vagrants, but fewer farmworkers than they wanted. A quarter of the servants 
were female, a substantial increase from early in the century. Nearly all servants 
were young and unmarried. Those who came with indenture contracts were 
usually poor, unskilled youths in their late teens or early twenties; the two-fifths 
without indentures who served with the custom of the country were usually in 
their mid- to late teens. Most (three-fifths) had been born in the countryside, 
had migrated ten to forty miles to London, Bristol, or Liverpool, and had 
worked in the city for several years before migrating to the Chesapeake region 
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as servants.” Men who signed indentures during the mid-seventeenth century 
included laborers, unskilled youths, craftsmen, and husbandmen in roughly 
equal measure; by the late seventeenth century, the proportion of skilled work- 
ers, laborers, and the poor among indentured servants had risen.” 

Servants who arrived in the Chesapeake colonies after 1640 entered an en- 
vironment far different from that of their predecessors. Servants were inte- 
grated into an ongoing agricultural society. They lived with families, not in 
barracks. Planters set all servants, male and female, skilled and unskilled, to 
work growing tobacco and corn, thereby guaranteeing that both subsistence 
and an exportable staple would be made. Despite the continuing high ratio of 
men to women among servants, there were enough female servants to ensure 
that many male servants who survived their term could marry, begin house- 
holds, and start plantations.© 

Passengers who paid for their own and their family’s voyage from England 
were always a small minority, amounting to 25,000, or one-fifth, of Chesapeake 
immigrants. Most arrived in two spurts, 1646-52 and 1658—67, when they 
constituted one-quarter of arrivals. Like indentured servants, they migrated 
from the south and west of England, especially from the London and Bristol 
regions; an important minority arrived from Barbados, bringing servants and 
slaves with them. Unlike servants, three-fifths were twenty-five or older. Despite 
their small numbers, free immigrants played a key role in the region’s society. 
They could take advantage of headright land grants, which were given to any- 
one who paid a person’s passage. Men outnumbered women two to one, but 
over two-thirds emigrated in family units. Over two-fifths of the men were in 
their thirties and forties, prime years for capital accumulation. Many gentle- 
men and merchants—a quarter of the free immigrants—came to the region. 
Most of the rest were skilled craftsmen, but few husbandmen or yeomen risked 
the ocean voyage. Given the heavy mortality and low fertility of earlier mi- 
grants, merchant and gentry immigrants were in a strong position to seize and 
retain economic and political power. They financed the emigration of thou- 
sands of indentured servants, bought slaves, and exported more and more 
tobacco. One group of English gentlemen, Royalist in politics and conservative 
and hierarchical by inclination, swept to the top of Virginia society and domi- 
nated provincial and some county governments; others—middling merchants 
and craftsmen—filled in the void on other county courts, taking on the title 
“gentleman” as soon as they arrived in the region.*! 

Far more women and families traveled to New England than to the Chesa- 
peake region, but at first unmarried men dominated New England. During the 
1610s fishermen set up bases on the Massachusetts and New Hampshire coast, 
plying the rich waters nearby for three months and trading furs during the off 
season. For decades coastal communities such as Salem, Gloucester, and Mar- 
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blehead attracted predominantly unmarried and transient sailors and fisher- 
men. West Country fishermen colonized Salem in 1626, and while the town dis- 
tributed land and attracted some farmers, close to a third of those who arrived 
by 1637 were mariners, fishermen, or marine craftsmen, most of whom were 
unmarried. Gloucester, first seated in the 1640s, developed into a fishing village 
populated by contentious West Country and Welsh fishermen; half the men in 
mid-seventeenth-century Marblehead provisioned a fishing fleet manned by an 
equal number of transient fishermen from every part of Britain.” 

Plymouth colony shared these disruptions. Two-thirds of the immigrants on 
four ships to the colony during 1620-23 were men or boys, most between fifteen 
and thirty. Three-fifths of the 104 Mayflower passengers, most originally from 
East Anglia, came in family units, but twenty-nine unmarried men (including 
fourteen servants and four seamen) and two female servants were onboard. 
Few servants shared the religious commitment of most of the men and there- 
fore failed to sign the Mayflower Covenant that symbolized order in a strange 
land. No more prepared to make their own food than men in Jamestown, 
immigrants traded fur and fished rather than farmed; they, too, relied on 
Indians for subsistence and suffered starving times in their first years. Plym- 
outh’s problems were heightened in 1622, when two new ships arrived. The 
passengers, sixty-seven men recruited from the streets of London, were brought 
to Plymouth by Thomas Weston, a speculator who had helped finance the 
colony. They stayed several months, ate precious food, and then left to begin a 
colony near the site of Boston, where they refused to grow corn, preferring to 
steal from Indians and setting off warfare with them. 

Winthrop and other promoters of the Massachusetts Bay colony concen- 
trated their activity in Puritan strongholds in East Anglia, the West Country, 
and London. Three-fifths of the passengers in the Winthrop fleet—founders of 
most early Massachusetts towns—came from East Anglia (Norfolk, Suffolk, and 
Essex). East Anglia accounted for two-fifths or more of the 1630s migrants to 
Massachusetts, and at least another tenth came from adjacent areas socially 
similar to East Anglia. Other large groups, a third of the total, came from 
London and the West Country. East Anglians dominated Salem, Boston, Cam- 
bridge, and other large towns in the province, sometimes forcing families from 
other regions to peripheral villages. The culture of eastern England, combined 
with the Puritans’ Calvinist theology, structured social life in the province and, 
at the same time, incited religious and social conflicts.“ 

More than any previous group of English immigrants, the 13,000 to 20,000 
people who moved to Massachusetts Bay during the 1630s came in family 
groups. Although more than a quarter of the emigrants were single (mostly 
male) youths between fifteen and twenty-four, about 50 percent higher than in 
England, almost two-fifths, the same proportion as in England, were between 
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twenty-five and fifty, the prime ages for child rearing. The 1630 migration of 700 
people with John Winthrop set a pattern. Nearly two-fifths were female, more 
than twice as many as Virginia-bound emigrants. Very few children had come 
to Virginia, but more than a fifth of those in the Winthrop fleet were children 
traveling with their parents; in all, half the emigrants were under twenty. Three- 
quarters in total arrived as family members. Similarly, two-thirds of the pas- 
sengers boarding ships to New England from West Country and East Anglian 
ports from 1635 to 1638 traveled in family groups (most were headed by young 
parents with one to three children), a number that jumps to nine-tenths if 
servants are counted as family members. More than two-fifths were children, a 
proportion as high as in England’s population. Even on the ships that departed 
from London, where more single men were recruited, two-fifths of the passen- 
gers were women and nearly a third were children under fifteen. About 200 of 
these 700 immigrants to Massachusetts Bay died soon after they arrived, but the 
population thereafter grew rapidly from immigration and natural increase. 

East Anglians who migrated to Massachusetts in the 1630s were remarkably 
close-knit. Two-thirds traveled with a prominent gentleman, local clergyman, 
or kindred. Promoters organized intensive neighborhood meetings. In 1627 
“some friends beeing together in Linconsheire, fell into some discourse about 
New England and the plantinge of the gospell there.” After “deliberations,” they 
“imparted our reasons” to Puritans in the West Country and London. Similar 
groups of emigrants, organized by Puritan gentlemen or clergymen, formed all 
over East Anglia. Even more—some two-fifths of East Anglian emigrants— 
came with large (often twenty or more), less formal groups of extended kin 
(including siblings, cousins, and in-laws). In other cases several family mem- 
bers or neighbors established a beachhead, and others followed. A substantial 
portion of some village populations thereby abandoned their homes for Mas- 
sachusetts. For instance, 143 people (a third of the town) left St. Andrew Parish 
in Hingham with their pastors. Not surprisingly, they formed markedly cohe- 
sive communities after they arrived; the Hingham, England, group founded 
Hingham, Massachusetts. 

A representative sampling of the middling classes of England could be found 
among the Massachusetts immigrants of the 1630s. No more than one in four 
persons came from the growing class of day laborers; perhaps one in twenty was 
a gentleman, merchant, or substantial clothier. Most of these migrants had little 
property, and a few were barely able to get the money needed for their passage. 
Artisans were heavily overrepresented among the emigrants. Only one in four 
had been a husbandman or yeoman, nearly an equal number had worked in the 
depressed textile industry of East Anglia or the West Country, and another 
quarter had engaged in other crafts. The rest were laborers or servants. Two- 
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thirds had lived in London or large towns before migrating. Most were ill 
prepared for the full-time farmwork they would face in Massachusetts.®” 

Although a big majority of migrants to New England in the 1630s came in 
family units, as many as a fifth of emigrants and a third of those who boarded in 
London were servants. Given the large number of children, these servants 
constituted close to half of the male labor force of early New England. More 
than a third of the families who emigrated between 1635 and 1638 brought 
servants, though all but the richest families employed only one or two. Some of 
these young men (and a few women), most of whom were between fifteen and 
twenty-five, labored in the fields and workshops of the colony’s gentry, yeomen, 
and craftsmen. Other young, male servants, like most of the 180 the Mas- 
sachusetts Bay Company sent to Salem in 1628, worked in the fishing industry, 
where they regularly defied notions of good order Puritan magistrates brought 
with them from England. Nearly a seventh of Anne Hutchinson’s Antinomian 
followers during her conflict with Massachusetts authorities (1636-38) were 
servants, probably of her gentry and merchant supporters. When English emi- 
gration dried up after 1640, the servant supply dropped, and only the richest 
gentlemen could recruit them. In the 1650s Cromwell’s government sent Irish 
and Scot war prisoners to New England to work as servants, and a few servants 
(including 165 from Bristol between 1654 and 1686) came to the region there- 
after. These men failed to meet local demand, and most families had to rely 
exclusively on family labor.68 

English immigrants migrated directly to Virginia, Plymouth, and Massa- 
chusetts Bay but reached other mainland colonies from adjacent colonies as 
well as England. Virginia immigrants moved within the Eastern Shore to Mary- 
land and sailed up the Chesapeake Bay to Kent Island or to Potomac River 
settlements; others colonized North Carolina’s Albemarle Sound region. Mas- 
sachusetts immigrants founded colonies in Connecticut, New Haven, and 
Rhode Island. Groups of New Englanders settled Long Island and, later, East 
Jersey, and the first whites in South Carolina came equally from England and 
the West Indies. These colonies, however, were not just offshoots of earlier 
settlements. Religious dissenters fleeing banishment or religious persecution 
founded outlying communities. Others, like Connecticut, New Haven, and 
South Carolina, attracted young and unattached men from older colonies. 

English immigrants to Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Haven, and New 
Hampshire usually landed in Boston, stayed a few years in Massachusetts, and 
then moved on to the new colony. Only 23 of the 939 immigrants who left 
London in 1635, for instance, moved to Connecticut or New Hampshire on 
arrival, but within a few years another 164 left for Connecticut, New Haven, or 
Rhode Island. Settled families typically stayed in Massachusetts Bay, but the 
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New Haven and Connecticut migrants, most of whom were male, single, and 
young, resembled early Virginia immigrants more than the main body of im- 
migrants to Massachusetts. New Haven’s founders arrived in Massachusetts in 
1637 in two large companies from London and East Anglia and founded a 
colony on Long Island Sound the next year. Men outnumbered women 3.5 to 1 
among the first 450 people to reach New Haven; three-fifths of the men were 
still in their twenties. Similarly, half the men who founded Connecticut were 
unmarried, and two-fifths were under thirty. A crucial core of settlers migrated 
in families. Many founders of Windsor, Connecticut, had emigrated from a 
small area in western Dorset and Southwest Somerset and stopped in Dorches- 
ter, Massachusetts, before moving to Windsor. Orthodox Puritans, seeking 
fresh lands along the coast or on the Connecticut River, predominated among 
settlers of New Haven and Connecticut. Rhode Island’s pioneers, however, were 
malcontents, such as Roger Williams or Anne Hutchinson and her followers, 
who had been banished from Massachusetts Bay. Richer than the Connecticut 
settlers, two-thirds of the seventy-eight Antinomians banished from Massachu- 
setts to Rhode Island or New Hampshire were married, and many had children. 
Some failed to gain a foothold in their new home and moved on to Dutch lands 
on Long Island or New Jersey.” (See Map 1.) 

The first English inhabitants reached South Carolina in the 1670s. Roughly 
equal numbers came from the British West Indies and from England; two- 
thirds were men, but a quarter migrated in family units. As sugar replaced 
tobacco on West Indian plantations after 1650, thousands of white men who 
lacked the land, slaves, and expensive equipment to make sugar left the islands. 
Rich Barbadians dominated the adventurers who tried to establish Carolina 
colonies in the 1660s, but during the 1670s most returned to England or mi- 
grated to New England or Virginia. Other West Indians—mostly freed servants, 
smaller planters, and artisans searching for greater opportunities—came to 
established Carolina settlements in the 1670s. The immigrants included some of 
the islands’ richest gentlemen, who escaped the cramped conditions of the 
islands and found fresh acres for their children. Islanders had a great impact in 
South Carolina, where they dominated the new colony’s political leadership. 
Merchants, gentlemen, and middling planters from the islands brought an 
equal number of servants and slaves with them. The West Indians were joined 
by English immigrants. Some younger sons of gentlemen, yeomen, and crafts- 
men were among these migrants, but close to three-fifths were indentured 
servants, nearly all men, purchased by wealthy planters.”! 

If the demography of early South Carolina resembled Virginia’s, the initial 
immigrants focused sharply on commercial agriculture rather than the search 
for riches that had consumed the first white Virginians. They aimed at provi- 
sioning West Indian sugar plantations with meat and grain. Located closer to 
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the islands than any other colony, they were well positioned to dominate that 
trade. But they needed labor. During the 1680s and 1690s, South Carolina 
planters attracted a small stream of English indentured servants, and a hand- 
ful of Englishmen brought servants with them to Carolina; but improving con- 
ditions in England kept most of them at home. Planters quickly turned to 
West Indian and then African slaves to herd cattle, cultivate grain, and (later) 
make rice.” 

Some 15,000 immigrants and migrants from other colonies came to the 
Delaware Valley (New Jersey and Pennsylvania) between 1670 and 1700; 8,000 
arrived between 1681 and 1685, the peak of this migration. Despite William 
Penn’s promotional efforts in the Netherlands and Germany, more than three- 
quarters came from England and Wales. Half left Quaker strongholds in the 
English Midlands, but more than a quarter came from other parts of England, 
including half of the nearly 600 rich “first purchasers” (investors), many of 
them from London and Bristol. Some were Quakers, but others sympathized 
with the movement and joined a Friends meeting after they arrived. Nonethe- 
less, the diversity characteristic of eighteenth-century Pennsylvania was already 
apparent. There were Baptists, Anglicans, and Lutherans among the immi- 
grants. About 800 Dutch and Scandinavians lived in the region in 1680, and 
close to a quarter of the late-seventeenth-century immigrants were German, 
Irish, or Dutch. English, Welsh, and German immigrants settled in their own 
communities, where they could maintain their language and culture.” 

Immigrants to late-seventeenth-century Pennsylvania combined the servant- 
dominated movement to the Chesapeake and the family-based emigration to 
New England, as lists of immigrants from Philadelphia and Bucks County 
attest. Three of every five passengers came with kin; a third were children 
traveling with parents, a higher proportion than in the Winthrop fleet. But two- 
thirds of the adults were men, close to three-fifths of them indentured servants. 
Almost two-fifths of the women were servants. Most servants had probably 
been servants-in-husbandry or wage laborers, but others were skilled craftsmen 
brought over as salaried workers. The rest of the men were householders of 
modest fortunes, evenly divided between artisans and husbandmen, but a 
smattering of gentlemen and merchants emigrated, including half of the first 
purchasers, who quickly rose to the top of Philadelphia society. These immi- 
grants were ideally situated to make farms. While wives and their female do- 
mestic servants made homes and started gardens, the men and their male 
servants cleared land; built houses, barns, and shops; planted grain; and made 
goods for sale.”4 

During the 1620s and 1630s the Dutch, Swedes, and Finns established small 
colonies in the Delaware Valley, but because Swedish and Dutch colonial joint 
stock companies were more interested in the fur trade than in farming, they 
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sent few emigrants. The low population densities of these colonies enticed land- 
hungry English inhabitants of adjacent colonies. The Swedes set up outposts 
along the Delaware River in the 1630s and 1640s, but when the Dutch conquered 
the colony in 1655, just 300 Swedes and Finns lived there, along with 100 Dutch 
and English colonists. In the 1650s and 1660s, after large numbers of Dutch 
arrived to farm, the English demanded sovereignty and in 1664 conquered the 
region. After the conquest, English settlers enveloped the 800 inhabitants who 
lived in Dutch, Swedish, and Finnish enclaves. These colonists, mostly men, 
were survivors and descendants of 2,000 Walloon, Finish, Swedish, and English 
migrants who had arrived since 1624. 

The far more prosperous and populous Dutch colony in New Netherland 
(New York) succumbed as well to English settlements and conquest. From 1624 
to 1655 just 2,800 people came from the Netherlands, mostly male servants to 
the patroon (large landowner) Van Renselaer or to the Dutch West India Com- 
pany. Since few Dutch wanted to leave their prosperous country, servants were 
paid a wage and served no more than four years, far better terms than those of 
English servants. Desperate for colonists to fend off Indians and secure land for 
the Dutch Republic, the company granted town sites with full privileges to 
settlers from New England. Recruiting throughout Europe between 1656 and 
1664, the company sent nearly 3,000 people to New Netherland. Although half 
the immigrants came from the Netherlands and others had lived in adjacent re- 
gions, about two-fifths—mostly Protestants fleeing persecution—were French, 
German, or Scandinavian. Like New Englanders, over two-thirds of them mi- 
grated in family units, many with small children. They were ready to operate 
family farms but too weak to forestall the onslaught of English settlers. The 
Dutch left their cultural imprint on the Hudson River frontier, where they 
retained their majority, but by 1664, more than half of Long Island’s people 
could trace New England origins.” 

The patterns of immigration to North America had lasting consequences 
in the colonies. Migration streams did overlap. Indentured servants reached 
every colony, and at first they predominated everywhere but Massachusetts. 
Puritans migrated to Virginia and Maryland as well as to New England. Quak- 
ers could be found in New England and the Chesapeake colonies. But colonial 
promoters recruited from such disparate social classes and in such different 
parts of England and America that the demographic, social, and religious com- 
position of each settlement was, in some ways, unique. With a higher propor- 
tion of family members, the first English settlers of the northern and mid- 
Atlantic colonies were well situated to begin farms and found communities. 
Lacking a product in high demand in Britain, however, they had to rely on 
family labor. The men, who predominated among immigrants to the southern 
colonies, set up households with difficulty, and international demand for to- 


FROM ENGLAND TO AMERICA 


70 


bacco kept servants coming in, perpetuating the sexual imbalance. The south- 
ern colonies had to incorporate proportionately much larger numbers of foot- 
loose young men and devise institutions such as orphans’ courts to regulate 
precarious households.”° 


From Emigrant to Immigrant 


What did immigrants expect once they arrived in North America? The question 
is difficult to answer, for rich men wrote nearly all surviving documents. A lay 
sermon by John Winthrop or a pamphlet by John Smith reveals more about the 
expectations of colonial promoters than about the aspirations of the immi- 
grants they led. Yet the success of promoters suggests that their appeals were 
popular and that what they wrote can provide clues to popular consciousness. 
When one adds the written word to immigration patterns and to what we know 
of the life experiences of emigrants before they left, what immigrants antici- 
pated after they arrived becomes clear. 

Nearly all immigrants expected access to the land colonial promoters prom- 
ised. Told repeatedly that America was empty and that land was waiting to be 
farmed, they wanted their share. Laborers signed indentures in the hope that 
once they completed their terms, they could leave the ranks of debased laborers 
and become landholders. Middling families, fearful that they or their children 
would lose the land they had in England, expected to build landed fortunes in 
America. The system of land tenure they would enjoy was probably not clear to 
them, but they likely did not expect to own land outright. Private property 
in land (with the absolute right of alienation that went with it) was new in 
seventeenth-century England. All male migrants did expect some kind of se- 
cure land tenure with rent and taxes low enough to allow them continued 
occupation of the land. Propertied men expected to hold and cultivate more 
land more quickly than servants, but land hunger gripped everyone. Knowing 
that poor Englishmen had not even a cottage, in 1610 the Virginia Company 
expected to lure servants with the promise of “day wages for the laborer, and fir 
In this the company was mightily 
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his more content, a house and garden plot 
mistaken and soon had to promise more.”” 

Immigrants expected to marry and create the independent households so 
many had lost in a century of land expropriation. After the disasters at Roanoke 
and Jamestown, few anticipated great profits, and those who did soon left. By 
the 1620s or 1630s the ridicule that anticolonial ballads, plays, and pamphlets 
had heaped on the search for gold and silver had permeated London and 
probably much of the realm. Even after constant disaster and disappointment, 
however, a few men still craved gold. Sebastian Brandt wrote a friend from 
Virginia in early 1622 that as soon as he recovered from illness, he expected to 
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search “up and downe the hills and dales,” for “good Mineralls here is both 
golde, silver, and copper.” Nearly all migrants anticipated hard work. Still, men 
expected to feed and clothe their families, and their wives planned to rear 
children, cultivate gardens, and make clothes.” 

Immigrants expected to farm, perhaps as servants or wage laborers for a 
while, but on their own farms eventually. Most newcomers had experience as 
servants-in-husbandry or day laborers, but few had been full-time farmers or 
farm laborers. Some had been born in London; others had worked for years in 
London, Bristol, or some other town. Many village emigrants, moreover, had 
labored in the textile trade or spent much of their time in craft labor. Artisans 
and urban folk among immigrants anticipated that they would return to the 
household patterns and work regime of their peasant ancestors. The London 
peddler understood he could not hawk goods on a city street, and the Essex 
weaver did not expect to find extensive clothing manufacturing; both knew they 
would have to learn farming skills or relearn old ones long forgotten. Those 
who attempted to make cloth or tan hides soon discovered their folly and 
turned to farming.” 

As Chapter 2 will relate, immigrants were often surprised, even shocked, 
when they landed. The woods were thicker and living conditions more uninvit- 
ing than they had imagined. They discovered Indians, whose demise had been 
reported to them, still on the land, and were forced to conquer land they 
believed should be theirs. The hot summers and cold winters amazed a people 
used to a temperate island climate, and their surprise was sharpened by the 
deliberately false reports of colonial promoters. At first, before the truth began 
to seep back to England, many may have been surprised at the illness, inca- 
pacity, and death that followed immigrants on the islands and the southern 
mainland. 


FROM ENGLAND TO AMERICA 


72 








» chapter two € 





This Newfound Land 




















ITTER COLD and scorching heat, unbearable humidity and searing 

drought, thick forests and raging rivers, the bloody flux and scurvy, 

and hostile Indians and wild animals greeted the first English immi- 

grants. In 1623 Virginia immigrant Richard Frethorne reported that 
“there is nothing to be gotten here but sickness and death.” Indians killed 
colonists and destroyed corn. Frethorne and his compatriots lived in “fear of 
the enemy every hour,” danger made worse by the colonists’ infirmity. Unable 
to hunt forest fowl and never seeing “deer or venison,” they would surely starve 
without English supplies. Nor was early New England any better. John Win- 
throp reported “bitter frost and cold” in December 1630, frozen rivers in Janu- 
ary 1631, and “many snows and sharp frost” in late February. Settler John Pond, 
who lived through the same cold, lamented to his parents in March 1631 that the 
“rocky and hilly” terrain was good for nothing unless fertilized, and com- 
plained that the Indians were “a crafty people” who would “cozen and cheat.” 
Timber, fish, and game abounded; but the settlers had few boats, and “wild 
fowl” were “hard to come by.” No wonder supplies were scarce and the colonists 
“died of the scurvy and of the burning fever.”! 

The society Frethorne and Pond expected did not magically arrive with the 
first ships. Immigrants landed in what they saw as a void, a world with neither 
towns nor villages, houses nor barns, churches nor courts, and cows nor pigs. 
They had to bring everything with them. What they left behind they had to 
make themselves, get from Indians, or do without. This void was especially 
apparent to the first settlers, who came to Virginia before 1630, to Plymouth 
in the 1620s, and to Massachusetts Bay and Maryland in the 1630s. As families 
built homes and made farms, a landscape resembling England’s took shape. 
Their material lives improved, but their homes and possessions lagged behind 


73 


those of similar classes in England. Although later immigrants and whites who 
moved to frontier lands bought surplus food from earlier arrivals, they shared, 
to a degree, the poverty of the first immigrants.? 

Settlers accepted such primitive conditions more or less willingly because 
they craved land. Land meant everything to immigrants (and to their children). 
It was the bedrock of their prosperity. The basis of their economic indepen- 
dence in England, landed property symbolized their political and class position; 
it sustained their cultural and spiritual life. The original inhabitants used and 
understood land quite differently, but they, too, used it to gain an independent 
subsistence and made the land (and its flora and fauna) the font of their 
spiritual lives. No wonder colonist and Indian contended so fiercely over con- 
trol of the land. 

However wild the land might have seemed to immigrants, colonists knew 
that it could be improved. Land, whether in forests or in meadows the Indians 
had cleared, was the raw material that would sustain them. Land hunger con- 
sumed immigrants, who realized that without it they could neither marry nor 
begin households. But first the English had to acquire land by buying it, stealing 
it, or conquering the Indians to get it. Once they controlled the land, they made 
their living from it by growing food for subsistence and producing surpluses to 
sell. They changed the face of their land, clearing forests, cultivating fields, and 
building houses and barns. 

The original inhabitants, from the perspective of the settlers, were part of the 
new environment they faced. Ordinary colonists’ relations with Indians were 
ambiguous. Indians knew far better than the interlopers how to live in the 
forest. Understanding how essential Indian trade, agriculture, and trails were to 
their survival, settlers traded manufactures for furs and food. But Indian vil- 
lagers occupied, cultivated, and hunted on the land settlers wanted, and they 
refused to relinquish sovereignty over it for any price. Bloody wars between 
settlers and Indians invariably ended in conquest of Indian lands. English 
leaders, reflecting the ambitions of settlers, justified conquest by arguing that 
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settlers’ “civil” rights to farmland superseded the “natural” rights of Indians to 
hunt game and gather food—claims colonists, who had relied on the Indians’ 
corn, knew to be false.? 

The settlers’ encounters with nature and with the Indians played a critical 
role in the kinds of farms they made. Climate and soil determined what crops 
would grow, but as settlements expanded, colonists attempted to shape the 
physical environment. Although their first contacts with nature and the Indians 
led to disaster, disease, and death, they slowly learned to live with the climate 
and endemic diseases. After they conquered the Indians, they sent them into 
exile and expropriated their villages. As they made farms, colonists so trans- 
formed the landscape around them that they believed that their actions had 
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remade nature, turning the soil more fertile and the climate more temperate. 
The beliefs about nature that colonists brought with them structured how they 
interacted with the environment, but the environment, in turn, transformed 
the meaning of English customs and habits.‘ 


This Land Is Not Ours 


Immigrants had experienced nature (weather, soil, topography, forests, and 
animals), habitat (fields, pastures, woods, houses, and highways), and order 
(farms, villages, and cities) far differently than they would in America. En- 
gland’s climate was temperate; its soil, fertile. The English lived in a crowded 
landscape full of wheat fields, market gardens, sheep pastures, villages, mills, 
and houses. At the end of the seventeenth century, cultivated land, pastures, 
and meadows covered over half of England and Wales and far more of the East 
Anglian, West Country, and London regions that sent nearly all early emigrants 
to America. Much land was still divided into strips of open fields, creating a 
pattern of cultivated land as far as the eye could see. But even enclosed areas, 
with their hedgerows and fences, were packed with sheep or wheat and studded 
with farmhouses. Villagers saw the invisible boundaries that separated fields 
and manors; they knew where their land ended and their neighbors’ began. 
They acknowledged the growing pervasiveness of landed private property that 
enclosures represented and that the rising number of estate plans and county 
maps symbolized. Most rural folk in open-field areas lived in compact villages 
within ten miles of one of southern England’s 600 market towns. Highways 
capable of handling wagons in good weather linked village to market town, 
market town to regional center, and all of England to London.> 

The North American landscape shocked colonists, especially those who had 
read glowing reports in the pamphlets of colonial promoters or listened to their 
enthusiastic agents. Distinguishing between proper and improper landscapes, 
they knew America was disordered because it was so different from England. 
The climate was too cold and too hot; the land was too empty, but the Indians 
were too hostile; the forests were too deep, but the clearings were too full of 
stumps. What colonists saw was so alien that they had no words to describe it. 
They could see forests, creeks, inlets, and hills but could make little sense of the 
whole. New Englanders who survived into the 1640s came to believe that they 
had lived in a “desart wildernesse,” a “scant wilderness in respect to the En- 
glish,” “an unsubdued wilderness yielding little food,” or “a hideous and deso- 
late wilderness, full of wild beasts and wild men.” The land they invaded was 
not a wilderness, if that term meant an uninhabited, uncultivated place, yet 
they knew it was wild in comparison to England.° 

As late as the 1690s, two-fifths of England was covered by “Woods & Cop- 
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pices,” “Forests Parks & Commons,” and “Heaths Moors Mountains & barren 
Land.” But less than a sixth of England’s acres were forested, and most emi- 
grants had not seen these forests. Many heaths, mountains, and forests were 
located in the north of England, far from the center of emigration. In southern 
England, home of most early emigrants, forests had been cut down and over 
half the villages had no woods. Royal parks, with as much pasture as forest and 
as many decayed as healthy trees, and heavily inhabited wood-pasture regions, 
where woodland industry sustained cottagers and squatters, contained most of 
southern England’s woodlands. By the mid-seventeenth century, so much tim- 
ber had been cut down for iron making, heating, house building, and furniture 
that England faced a severe wood shortage and turned to imports or substituted 
coal for wood. Deep forests had disappeared, swamps had been drained, and 
thousands of cottagers had moved into fens and woodlands, forever changing 
the landscape.’ 

The vast forests of eastern North America dwarfed anything immigrants had 
seen. Between 80 and 95 percent of the land along the eastern seaboard was 
covered by woods, and the trees were much taller (nearly 100 feet) than those in 
England. Colonists found the land “wilde and overgrowne with woods.” Forests 
comprised 97 percent of Virginia’s territory, 95 percent of Maryland and Con- 
necticut, 90 percent of Massachusetts, and 87 percent of New Jersey and South 
Carolina.* Swamps (some forested) and sandy beaches covered part of the rest, 
especially on the coast. A few sandy pine barrens or grass prairies covering 
thousands of acres encompassed a small part of the land. Colonists avoided 
these areas, fearing that they were not habitable. The woods alternated between 
thick, impenetrable masses of trees, foliage, and forest and parklike areas of 
well-spaced trees crossed by many paths. The more open woodlands were 
located near the coast or in hunting grounds adjacent to Indian villages; thicker 
forests could be found in northern and western regions, where few settlers 
ventured. 

The only completely open acres were those Indians had cleared for their 
villages and cornfields. As thousands of Indians died in the early seventeenth 
century from European diseases, survivors abandoned many villages. Colonists 
gravitated to lands Indians had cleared. “The ground” at Plymouth, Edward 
Winslow wrote in 1621, “is very good on both sides, it being for the most part 
cleared. Thousands of men,” he added, “have lived there, which died in a great 
plague not long since.” Settlers had a moral obligation to reseat the land, he 
concluded: “Pity it was and is to see so many goodly fields, and so well seated, 
without men to dress and manure the same.” When those lands ran short, they 
bought Indian land or conquered villages still inhabited by Indians. A group of 
mid-seventeenth-century settlers along the Potomac River, for instance, bought 
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land from the Chicacoan (an Algonquian group) and made their first planta- 
tions at their village sites, on fields the Indians had already cleared.° 

Hundreds of natural harbors, great bays, wide rivers, and large lakes, as well 
as thousands of small streams and creeks, drained into the Atlantic. Forty-eight 
rivers alone drained into the Chesapeake Bay, the greatest estuary on the east 
coast. This network of waterways expedited Europeans’ exploration of the in- 
terior (after they learned how to use Indian canoes to navigate narrow streams) 
and later fostered international and intercolonial trade. At the same time, 
however, it created barriers almost as great as the forests. The widest rivers—the 
James in Virginia, the Potomac in Maryland and Virginia, the Susquehanna in 
Maryland and Pennsylvania, the Hudson in New Netherland, and the Connect- 
icut in New England—were so difficult to cross in the seventeenth century, an 
era before ferries and bridges, that they served as borders between colonies, 
counties, or towns.!° 

Rivers and forests teemed with wondrous fish and wild animals. Some were 
sources of food or fur (beaver, elk, and deer), others were predators (crows, 
foxes, bears, and gray wolves), and still others seemed monstrous (two-headed 
snakes or the female opossum, with her two vaginas and two uteruses). Colo- 
nial promoters had listed many of these creatures as commercial assets, along 
with exotic vegetation and forest products. John Smith saw huge cod, salmon, 
and sturgeon and a multitude of shellfish off New England’s coast; early settlers 
everywhere hunted the small game—duck, geese, and turkey—that abounded 
in the woods. Sixty million beaver and 24-34 million deer roamed North 
America’s woods on the eve of colonization. Beaver and deer skins, hunted (and 
overhunted) by Indians, of course, quickly became a staple of trade. Settlers 
hunted predators and the food and fur animals Indians left behind, paying no 
attention to poorly enforced game laws." 

If the land had been as desolate of human society as colonial promoters 
imagined, all the colonists would have died, for they had no idea how to survive 
in the forests. Hundreds of Indian settlements interrupted the woodlands of 
early-seventeenth-century coastal America, even after epidemics had killed so 
many Indians. Late-sixteenth-century Roanoke adventurers found twenty- 
seven villages near their settlement. When the first colonists arrived in Virginia, 
there were about 150 villages associated with the Powhatan confederacy, and 40 
more could be found in Maryland at the time of that colony’s founding. Indian 
habitation was nearly as thick in New England. The Massachusetts coast and 
Cape Cod each contained 27 Indian villages; early English immigrants along the 
Connecticut River settled among 8 to 13 villages.” 

Far from a wilderness, the first colonists found a densely occupied and 
exploited forest sufficient to feed and clothe a big population. Long before the 
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English arrived, Indians had remade the landscape to fit their needs, burning 
forests, growing corn, and clearing paths. Everywhere the English went, from 
southern New England to the Carolinas, Indians had burned the forest floor 
near their villages to make travel easier, facilitate hunting, provide forage for 
animals, allow wild berries or fruit trees to grow, or destroy older trees to open 
meadows where they could plant corn. They burned their fields annually, but 
they fired the surrounding forest every three to ten years. Between fires, women 
collected twigs and cut small trees along the paths for firewood; men cut larger 
trees to make canoes.!* Indian villages filled with semipermanent houses took 
up considerable space. Indian women cultivated corn outside their villages (in 
hills to protect the plants), alternating corn with beans and squash and burning 
the fields to maintain fertility. Some of these fields contained 100 or more acres. 
After crop yields dropped, Indians cleared new acreage, and their old cornfields 
slowly returned to forest. They created a network of paths that covered the 
coastal plain and piedmont and connected village to hunting ground, village to 
village, tribe to tribe, creek to river, Powhatans to the New York Iroquois, the 
Carolina Cherokee to the Powhatans, and northeastern Indians to those in the 
Great Lakes and Gulf regions. Winding along or between streams or around 
hills or connecting well-trod navigable waterways, these paths—only a foot or 
two wide—allowed Indians to walk through the woods single file, going long 
distances to visit, forage, hunt, trade, or wage war. English settlers used and 
widened these paths." 

The colonists nonetheless insisted that the forests were wild and uninhabited 
and identified them with the “wild” Indians who lived there. The woods con- 
tained no English-style towns, their churches and marketplaces emblems of 
civility. During the hunting season, Indian villagers moved to hunting grounds, 
deserting the cornfields and leaving the appearance of an unoccupied land. In 
the face of epidemics, Indians had abandoned many villages, leaving only old 
meadows and corn hills as evidence of their residence, and those became over- 
grown with weeds, bushes, and pine trees. Whites knew that Indians lived in the 
woods, some within a few hundred yards of their farms. But few colonists 
except traders or officials visited Indian villages, and those who did were not 
reassured. Indian villages differed markedly from English streets lined with 
wood or stone houses or the two-room cottages of the poor. Indians often lived 
scattered over the landscape, not in nucleated villages; cornfields sometimes 
surrounded their villages, but Indian women cultivated other areas far from the 
village. Indian round houses or wigwams, 13—16 feet wide by 18—20 feet long, 
were temporary sapling structures supported by poles and covered with bark or 
mats; the houses rotted after three to five years and had to be rebuilt. A central 
fire or fires kept the house warm, and several families slept on bunks that ran 
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the length of the structure. Similarly constructed long houses, 40—400 feet long 
and 20-40 feet wide, housed an entire matrilineal clan. Indian villages, in 
English eyes, were unfit for permanent habitation, for they lacked the ameni- 
ties—chimneys, family privacy, and furniture—even the poorest English family 
expected.!5 

While Indians saw themselves as part of nature, the English wanted to con- 
quer and exploit it. Like Indians, settlers girded trees to kill them and planted 
crops around the dead trunks. Since they lived in more heavily populated 
settlements and used more wood than Indians, colonists cut down forests at a 
greater pace, using trees to build houses, make farms, and produce marketable 
surpluses. As soon as colonists occupied a place, they widened Indian paths to 
accommodate horses and carts, chopping down acres of trees for each mile of 
road they built. To make fields for crops, fences to protect crops from animals, 
pastures for livestock, and firewood for themselves, farmers clear-cut two or 
three acres each year, far more than an Indian family would destroy. Farmers 
either exploited their own woods or took from the English-style commons, 
communal woodlots, or swampy wastelands New England villages established. 
At first colonists lived in Indian-style wigwams (in Maryland and Plymouth) or 
dug caves for homes (in Pennsylvania), but they soon built small clapboard or 
wooden houses. As the colonies prospered, middling and wealthy farmers re- 
placed their crude dwellings with larger houses and built barns for cattle and 
hogs, using even more wood. Colonists heated their homes in inefficient fire- 
places, each requiring fifteen to twenty cords of wood a year. As the immigrant 
population grew, farmers cleared more land and created more and larger open 
and cultivated spaces.!6 

Colonial farmers harvested trees for commercial purposes as well. By the last 
quarter of the seventeenth century, settlers were using idle time during winter 
to make shingles from timber and supply firewood to towns, such as Boston 
and New York, that ran low on wood for housing and heating. Wharves, 
churches, and courthouses also used timber bought from area farmers. Forests 
not only supplied lumber; they were sources for potash and lye, needed in the 
textile and glass industries, and pitch, tar, and turpentine, used in shipbuilding. 
On occasion, northern farmers made potash and lye from wood ashes and 
sometimes collected them from fires farmers set to clear land for crops. Chesa- 
peake and especially Carolina farmers and their slaves made pitch and tar from 
local forests in the off-season. Forest industries grew in the eighteenth century 
and spread to Georgia. The seventeenth-century timber industry, which sup- 
plied masts and lumber to English shipbuilders, lumber products to the West 
Indies, and pipe staves for Madeira wine makers, was centered in northern New 
England. Although herdsmen and farmers participated, merchants and sawmill 
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operators organized it. Some timber was cut everywhere, however, and farmers 
may well have delivered raw timber to local sawmills, often built soon after 
Europeans arrived." 

We should not exaggerate this destruction of forests. Seventeenth-century 
farmers consumed no more than 650,000 acres for firewood and a smaller 
amount for other uses. Even in 1760, no more than 5 to 10 million acres had 
been cut down. Mid- to late-seventeenth-century regulations on cutting timber 
in a few New England towns suggest that some trees had been unnecessarily 
destroyed. But the practice of setting swine and cattle to forage in the woods 
continued everywhere, and forests remained, even on the coast. In 1700, 70 to 
80 percent of Connecticut and Massachusetts remained in forests, as did half of 
Rhode Island in 1767 and two-fifths of central Delaware in 1797. Farmers in 
Concord, Massachusetts, cut only 0.4 percent of their timber each year. Aban- 
doned Indian land often returned to forests before white habitation began; 
farmers—at least in the South—also abandoned land after intensive use and 
allowed it to lie fallow for twenty years and become overgrown with pine trees. 
Most farmers would have agreed with Hugh Jones, a Maryland clergyman, who 
complained in 1699 that “tho we are pretty closely seated, yett we cannot see our 
next neighbours house for trees.” He expected otherwise “in a few years” be- 
cause tobacco “destroyes abundance of timber.” But twenty-five years later 
another Hugh Jones reported that in Virginia “the whole Country is perfect 
Forest, except where the Woods are cleared for Plantations, and Old Fields, and 
where there have been formerly Indian Towns.” No serious local shortages of 
timber or firewood appeared in the colonies until the mid-eighteenth century, 
and then only in the northern cities, southern towns, and the oldest settled 
regions, like the Tidewater Chesapeake.!® 

The colonial climate, with its bitterly cold winters and feverishly hot sum- 
mers, shocked immigrants as much as did the vast forests. In contrast, En- 
gland’s climate, a visitor wrote in 1598, was “most temperate at all times,” and 
other observers commented that its climate was milder than that of France or 
Italy, cool in winter and summer. Although farmers in the hills of Scotland and 
northern England abandoned some land during the little ice age of the six- 
teenth and seventeenth centuries, moderation persisted in southern England. 
Temperatures did drop about 1°C in winter and 42°C in summer from the 
medieval era. Nonetheless, during the early 1660s, January temperatures in 
central England stayed consistently above 0°C, averaging 3°C (37°F), and July 
temperatures were cool, averaging 15—16°C (59—61°F)—similar to temperatures 
earlier in the century. Rain fell regularly throughout the year, and the country 
experienced one or two weeks of snowy days each year; but floods and droughts 
were both infrequent.'? 

England’s pleasant climate set high expectations for weather in the colonies. 
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A moderate climate like England’s brought immense benefits, nourishing “me- 
chanicall and politike Arts” and sustaining health and productivity. Believ- 
ing that climate was invariable across the same latitude, colonial promoters 
thought that New England, located south of London, should have enjoyed a 
warmer climate, milder in winter and warmer in summer than England’s. They 
feared the heat of the southern and island colonies yet expected that the Chesa- 
peake colonies, lying parallel to Spain and Italy, would produce tropical crops 
without suffering extreme heat. If the winters were mild, then ice would never 
clog rivers. The climate rarely prevented a bountiful harvest in England, but a 
longer growing season in the colonies would ensure plenty for everyone—and a 
profusion of exotic produce. Virginia settlers, acting on this climatic theory, 
tried (but failed) to make decent wine and silk.?° 

Any prospective emigrant who believed promoters’ accounts of colonial 
climate would have been shocked. Regulated by weather systems that flowed 
over land from west to east, the North American east coast had hotter summers 
and colder winters than Britain’s. During the first half of the century all of 
eastern North America suffered from the little ice age. Winters were 1°C colder 
than in the twentieth century, and winter snow may have been greater. Sum- 
mers, in contrast, resembled those of the twentieth century. Winter cold per- 
sisted during the second half of the century in the Northeast and intensified in 
the 1680s and 1690s, but it moderated in the South, where winter temperatures 
averaged just 1⁄2°C less than in the twentieth century. In the Philadelphia region, 
halfway between northern and southern settlements, winter temperatures 
(December—February) averaged about 2°C (36°F), compared with 4°C (39°F) in 
central England. Philadelphia summers (June-August) averaged about 21°C 
(70°F), compared with 15°C (59°F) in central England. Such climatic differences 
required substantial adjustments by English immigrants.” 

Extremes of temperature and weather frightened the immigrants, who knew 
that either cold or heat, drought or flood, could be dangerous. Storms in 
America, moreover, were more violent and destructive than any immigrants 
had known. Newfoundland’s climate, George Calvert discovered, had “ayre so 
intolderable colde” that it turned into a “hospitall” for his men, leading him to 
abandon the place for supposedly more temperate Maryland. Droughts may 
have been as infrequent as in England, but Roanoke settlers arrived during the 
most severe two-year drought (1587—88) in 800 years, and the first Jamestown 
settlers immigrated in the midst of the harshest seven-year drought in 770 
years (1606—12). New droughts hit the Chesapeake region in 1615-17 and 1632. 
High temperatures and humidity accompanied the droughts; crops withered, 
and ill-prepared men died in droves from heat and malnutrition. Wet years fol- 
lowed drought, and as far south as Virginia, winter snow could be much deeper 
than England’s. Similarly, annual spring rains in South Carolina and Georgia 
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ranged from 200 to 700 millimeters (8 to 28 inches) during the early and mid- 
seventeenth century.” 

Immigrants soon recognized that the climate of colonies varied markedly. As 
one traveled from north to south, winter temperatures and length of growing 
season both rose. New England winters and springs were so bitterly cold in the 
1630s and 1640s that Massachusetts Bay on occasion froze over. Such cold 
winters—accompanied by heavy snow—continued with regularity through the 
end of the century. January temperatures rarely rose above freezing, averaging 
—1.4°C (30°F). Snow stayed on the ground for two months in the mildest 
winters; in the worst years, cold and snow reduced personal mobility, retarded 
planting until April, and decreased the growing season to 160 days, 50 fewer 
than in southern England. As Edward Johnson lamented in the 1640s in the 
satiric ballad “New England’s Annoyances,” “from the end of November till 
three months are gone, the ground is all frozen as hard as a stone, . . . our 
mountains and hills and vallies below, being commonly covered with ice and 
with snow.” July temperatures averaged 18°C (65°F), cool by continental Ameri- 
can standards but sufficiently warmer than England’s to provoke warnings 
about the heat. 

Summers were hotter and winters milder in the Chesapeake colonies than in 
New England. The Chesapeake rarely had as many as “thirty days of unpleasant 
weather,” but severe cold occasionally struck the region, leaving mounds of 
snow and frozen rivers. January temperatures in milder years averaged as high 
as 4°C (40°F), warmer than central England, but with greater variations. Great 
heat, high humidity, and the strong sun provoked fear of the deleterious effects 
of summer farmwork. The Chesapeake region was much hotter than England, 
with average July temperatures reaching 26°C (79°F). With its cold winters and 
cool springs, the growing season in the Chesapeake region averaged 180—200 
days, similar to England’s and insufficient for tropical plants. Coastal South 
Carolina, in contrast, enjoyed warm Januaries with temperatures averaging 7°C 
(45°F) but suffered tropical Julys, with high temperatures of 33 to 38°C (90 to 
101°F) and average temperatures of 27°C (81°F). Mild winters increased the 
coastal South Carolina growing season to about 280—300 days, sufficient for 
experiments with tropical crops.” 

Settlers slowly adjusted to North America’s climate. The first immigrants to 
reach Virginia, Plymouth, and (to a lesser degree) Massachusetts failed to plant 
crops in time to harvest or build weather-resistant houses. The starving times, 
with their high death rates, followed. At first, colonists subsisted on corn and 
other American crops or learned to eat “strange beasts.” As soon as they could, 
they cultivated European crops, gradually learning what would grow and when 
to plant. Adjustments to cold weather in New England came easily. Families 
survived the winter by staying indoors, building weather-tight houses, burning 
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“Christmas fires all winter,” and dressing more warmly than they had in En- 
gland. Crossing frozen rivers by sled could speed travel. Newly arrived immi- 
grants to the South avoided intense work in the summer heat and humidity. 
Bathing, the use of herbs (guided by Indians), and the construction of open, 
airy houses mitigated the effects of heat. Cool clothing helped, but some south- 
ern immigrants, Robert Beverley of Virginia bitingly wrote in 1705, “wisely go 
sweltering about in their thick Cloaths all the Summer, because they used to do 
so in their Northern Climate,’ much to their discomfort and ill health. Destruc- 
tion of the forests and cultivation of crops, settlers believed, would moderate 
the climate by allowing the sun’s rays greater access to the land, rendering 
further adaptations to cold and heat unnecessary. The mild climate of the mid- 
seventeenth century seemed to prove their point. But the bitterly cold New En- 
gland weather at the end of the century reduced crop yields and disappointed 
Puritans, who could explain the reversal only in terms of their sinfulness.”4 

Epidemics and death intensified the strangeness of North America. Although 
life expectancy in England fell throughout the late sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries, most seventeenth-century immigrants had led healthy lives. Famine 
had vanished from southern England, though it persisted in the north. Even 
when epidemics or dearth hit an area, births exceeded deaths in England as a 
whole. About 133 of every 1,000 infants died before they reached their first 
birthday—high by twentieth-century standards but lower than the rate of most 
colonial populations. Those who survived to age twenty lived another thirty- 
seven years. Nonetheless, many potential emigrants, who lived in less healthy 
parts of England, may have been willing to risk debility and death in the 
colonies, believing it no worse than their current situation. The poor, who 
dominated immigration to the Chesapeake and the West Indies, had suffered 
greater exposure to disease than the middling classes. Londoners (and to a 
lesser degree persons who lived in low-lying areas) suffered from the plague, 
smallpox, and fevers. Malaria, which weakened resistance to disease, was preva- 
lent in badly drained marshy areas. Cold winters increased the severity of 
respiratory diseases; hot summers led to more waterborne ailments.” 

Nothing prepared immigrants for life in the colonies. Weakened from the 
ocean voyage and exposed to disease in the close quarters of the ship, immi- 
grants faced illness as soon as they arrived. Unable to produce or trade for 
enough food, the first colonists at Jamestown, Plymouth, and Boston suffered 
from malnutrition that reduced their resistance to disease. A high proportion— 
more than half in Plymouth and Virginia and an eighth in Massachusetts—of 
the first settlers died from dysentery, typhoid fever, influenza, or other ailments 
before they made their own food and became acclimated to the new disease en- 
vironment of America. High mortality levels disappeared within several years 
in New England but persisted in Virginia. Sixty-nine of the first 104 English 
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immigrants to land at Jamestown in 1607 died. Newly arrived Jamestown immi- 
grants continued to die at high rates throughout the 1620s, probably from 
dysentery and typhoid found in the brackish water they drank. As immigrants 
moved away from brackish water the death rate declined, but during the 1630s 
one in seven still died from disease.® 

Even after Virginians learned to avoid brackish water, disease and mortality 
remained a great threat. During the second half of the century every immigrant 
underwent a process of seasoning that lasted one or two summers. Colonists 
suffered from malaria brought to the region by infected immigrants who 
passed the disease on to mosquitoes that infected other immigrants. Low-lying 
swampy areas were the unhealthiest, but malaria spread elsewhere as well. 
Victims slowly built immunity to the sweating, chills, and fevers that accom- 
panied malaria, but a more virulent strain of the disease was brought to the 
region from Africa in the 1680s, causing greater distress and mortality. Even 
persons who built up immunity to malaria never fully recovered and were 
therefore more susceptible to other diseases. Mortality, as a result, was much 
higher among Chesapeake immigrants than those who stayed in England. One- 
to two-fifths of immigrants died during their seasoning. Survivors lived only 
another twenty years, into their early forties. Women, who had lowered immu- 
nities during pregnancy, died even younger. The disease environment in coastal 
South Carolina was worse. The hotter and more humid climate, combined with 
the propensity of white immigrants to settle on swampy, mosquito-infested 
land, sustained a malaria pandemic more severe than that in the Chesapeake. 
Here, too, malaria lowered resistance to other diseases and led to higher infant 
mortality and perhaps lower adult life expectancy than in Virginia.” 

New Englanders suffered much less from disease. Once they learned to feed 
themselves, death rates plummeted. Cold winters, cool summers, dispersed 
farms, and well-drained land kept villagers healthy through the seventeenth 
century. To be sure, occasional smallpox, diphtheria, and influenza epidem- 
ics and even malaria killed many New Englanders. But infant mortality in 
seventeenth-century New England resembled England’s, while adult life expec- 
tancy was, by English standards, astonishingly high in farming villages. Men at 
age 20 could expect to live another 45 to 48 years; women, 42 to 46 years. Even in 
unhealthy Salem, men at age 20 lived another 36 years. As population density 
increased, the rural populace became more susceptible to epidemics; the throat 
distemper of the 1730s, in particular, probably increased infant mortality and 
reduced adult life expectancy. New England, however, remained far healthier 
than the southern colonies.”® 

In every place they conquered and settled, colonists reshaped the landscape 
to make it habitable for Europeans. They cut down forests, built homes and 
barns, and constructed churches and courthouses. They brought swine, sheep, 
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and cattle and turned them loose to forage in the forest, where they multiplied 
rapidly, displacing wild game. To regain the taste of home, settlers planted 
European grains and vegetables. In so doing, they tried to manage nature and to 
create an artificial environment. They sharply distinguished the world they 
made from that of the Indians among whom they lived. They cleared land for 
farms and “built fair towns of the land’s own materials.” But beyond European 
settlements lived the Indians and colonists could not make a European land- 
scape until they had vanquished that foe.” 


This Land Should Not Be Theirs 


Friday, March 22, 1622, dawned as any other day in the infant Virginia colony. 
“As in other dayes,” Edward Waterhouse reported, Indians “came unarmed into 
our houses, without Bowes or arrowes, or other weapons, with Deere, Turkies, 
Fish, Furres, and other provisions to sell, and trucke with us, for glasse, beades 
and other trifles.” Some “sate down at Breakfast with our people at their tables.” 
This peaceful scene soon turned murderous. Without provocation, the Indians 
took up the “tooles and weapons” of their hosts and “basely and barbarously 
murthered” them, “not sparing either age or sexe, man, woman, or childe.” 
They found other settlers in the fields, “planting Corne and Tobacco, some in 
gardening, some in making Bricke, building, sawing, and other kinds of hus- 
bandry,” knowing well where “each of our men were, in regard of their daily 
familiarity, and resort to us for trading.”°° 

Friendship and hate, trade and war permeated relations between Virginians 
and Powhatans. Unfamiliar with how to survive in the woods and too few to 
conquer Indian lands, immigrants like the Virginians had to cooperate with 
Indians. At first the Powhatans controlled communication, demanding that it 
be on their terms using their language and adopting their forms of gift ex- 
change. As the white population grew and Indians died in epidemics or war, 
whites forced Indians to adopt their ways of doing business. Settlers came to 
see them as impediments to their control over land. Despite the benefits of 
trade, this struggle over land set immigrants and Indians against one another. 
The accommodation of the first years of settlement broke down into acrimony 
and warfare, and by the end of the century, settlers and Indians had become 
strangers, separated by hundreds of miles.! 

The first adventurers—at Roanoke, Jamestown, and northern New En- 
gland—hungered for gold or fish. Unwilling to plant corn, they relied on In- 
dians for their bread, bartering trade goods, sometimes at the point of a gun. 
Indians made but small surpluses, and conflict was inevitable, especially in the 
spring and summer months, before crops matured. At these times Indians 
survived on fish, shellfish, dried nuts, and tuckahoe (a tuber pounded into 
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flour). Roanoke Indians, mindful of their rules of hospitality, planted corn for 
the intruders, but English demands soon exceeded these meager provisions. 
When their provisions were exhausted in the following spring, the Roanokes 
deserted the settlement, leaving the English hungry.” 

The Powhatans may have made corn surpluses as small as those of the 
Roanokes, but in addition they had to give as much as four-fifths of their corn 
as tribute to Powhatan. He redistributed some of this food as gifts, but the 
Powhatans lived at the edge of subsistence each spring. To gain the allegiance of 
the English, Powhatan gave them corn from his surplus, much as he would any 
tributary, but the English dismissed his leadership and refused to give him the 
guns he wanted. At first, adventurers and Indians feverishly traded corn for 
goods and furs for exotic English foods. But Indians, who spent much time get- 
ting alternative food, could not make more corn for the English. When hungry 
Indians refused to feed Jamestown settlers in 1609-10, Virginians raided their 
villages and extorted corn from them; when that failed to turn up enough corn, 
settlers turned to cannibalism. To avoid such problems, the Virginia Company 
urged colonists to grow their own corn, their demands growing more insistent 
after Indians nearly destroyed the colony in 1622. But as John Smith related two 
years later, the planters still neglected corn to make money growing tobacco. 
Eventually settlers learned to feed themselves, and relations with Indians turned 
on issues of land.*? 

The first settlers lived in a sea of Indians, and their widely scattered farms 
were easy targets. In 1613 Virginians farmed tiny settlements at the mouth of the 
James River, at Jamestown, and on the upper James near present-day Peters- 
burg. By 1622 their settlements covered both banks of the James River but 
hugged the shore. A decade later they spread to the southern end of the penin- 
sula between the James and the York Rivers, and the southern Eastern Shore as 
well. Similarly small colonies could be found in New England in the 1620s and 
1630s, where vast forests separated the Plymouth, Massachusetts, and Connecti- 
cut settlements.*4 

Far more Indians than Europeans inhabited the east coast during the early 
seventeenth century. Before contact, two-fifths of eastern Indians had died in 
infancy or childhood, but those alive at age twenty lived another two decades, 
ensuring a low level of natural increase. Many Indians had died from European 
microbes brought by explorers and traders. But epidemics skipped commu- 
nities distant from coasts or rivers, and thousands of Indians remained after 
contact. A half-million Indians lived east of the Mississippi River, most far from 
the first colonists—at least 25,000 in Virginia and Maryland, 6,000 on Long 
Island, 12,000 in the Hudson Valley and adjacent Jersey, 11,000—12,000 in the 
Delaware Valley, and 60,000 in southeastern New England. As soon as settlers 
reached an area, Indians succumbed to the diseases they brought (more than 
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four-fifths of the Pequots, for instance, died in an epidemic in 1616-19). Indian 
populations recovered between epidemics, however, leaving many alive to con- 
front the invaders. Some 1,500 Powhatan warriors faced a few hundred English 
of all ages (and their 600 Indian warrior allies) during the early 1610s; in 1624, 
when Virginia's white population had reached 2,000, Indians amassed 800 
soldiers. In the early 1640s, after smallpox killed thousands of southern New 
England Indians, 30,000 remained. As late as 1676 New England Indians mobi- 
lized several thousand warriors. Settlers quickly learned that a larger popula- 
tion guaranteed neither easy conquest nor safety for outlying settlements. Only 
at the end of the century did Virginia and Massachusetts achieve the over- 
whelming superiority supremacy required.’ 

Although they could not speak one another’s language, Indians and English 
and Dutch immigrants communicated using gestures (whites pointed to ani- 
mal skins, Indians to cloth to exchange goods), facial expressions, or signs. But 
gestures could easily be misinterpreted. When an Englishman who had come to 
negotiate with the Pequots in 1636 entered a wigwam, seeking horses, all those 
inside immediately left except the Sachem’s wife. She “made signs he should be 
gone,’ but her gestures were misinterpreted as hostile signs that the Pequots 
intended to cut off the Englishman’s head. Soon whites and Indians learned a 
few words of one another’s language, or enough of a third language (such as 
French), to communicate. When John Dane, on the road in Massachusetts 
from Roxbury to Ipswich in the mid-1630s, encountered “forty or fifty indiens,” 
he warily greeted them with “What chere,” and they—apparently knowing a bit 
of English—“with a lug voise, laughing,” “cryd out What chere, What chere.” In 
Charles County, Maryland, indentured servant Elizabeth Brumley could speak 
a bit of an Algonquian language. When four Indians (two of whom she knew) 
came to her mistress’s door in 1665 and tomahawked one of her mistress’s sons, 
she yelled “Kaquince machissno Chippone why he did soe?” One of the Indians 
answered in his own language, “Because hee would.” Others used trade lan- 
guages understood by both groups. These pidgins mixed Indian and English 
phrases and grammatical forms.’ 

Most settlers learned enough to carry on simple trade; more complex nego- 
tiations required interpreters, a few of whom lived in each community. Mary- 
land hired two St. Mary’s County planters, both of whom had arrived as ser- 
vants and built small fortunes, to interpret, a service they might have carried on 
in their own neighborhoods. Thomas Savage and Robert Poole, who spent their 
adolescence and youth as interpreters in Virginia, could provide similar service 
when they settled in the 1620s on the Eastern Shore and James River. At the 
same time, Plymouth trader Isaac Allerton learned the language of Indians 
among whom he lived. Later in the century Hilletie van Olinda, daughter of a 
Dutch trader and a Mohawk woman, and two Dutch captives, who learned 
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Iroquois during their captivity, became provincial interpreters. Religious ac- 
tivities increased the number of Indians and whites fluent in one another’s 
language. Missionaries learned Indian languages, and they taught English to a 
few Indians. Other colonists without nearby experts might have resorted to 
word books, such as Roger Williams’s, to aid communication.*” 

During peacetime Indians and whites enjoyed many opportunities to learn 
about one another. Colonial leaders, military officers, fur traders, and mer- 
chants interacted most often with Indians, but no farmer or farmwife could 
avoid contact. At first they watched one another at a distance. Indians observed 
white farmers herding livestock, while white farmers examined Indian mark- 
ings, attire, and corn cultivation. Observation turned to trade. A few Virginia 
artisans lived temporarily in Indian villages, making implements and perhaps 
learning the language, and a handful of Indians worked for or lived in English 
settlements (a 1619 Virginia muster counted four). The Piscataways saw Mary- 
land settlers at court, and the two groups often lodged with each other when on 
hunting expeditions. Similar contact occurred in New England. William Wood 
learned enough about New England Indians during a four-year stay (1629-33) 
to write about their culture. Indians lived in Springfield, trading and drinking 
with the English, for decades. During the late seventeenth century, Goodwife 
Osborne of Hartford, Connecticut, and Daniel Denton, an English resident of 
Long Island, visited an Indian village and saw a green corn ceremony.*® 

Exchange of ideas and goods between Indians and colonists was common. 
Many Algonquian words for foods, plants, and animals unique to America 
passed into English, among them maize, skunk, raccoon, hominy, and pone, 
along with words describing Indian life, such as sachem, squaw, moccasins, and 
wigwam. Colonists and Indians often satisfied one another’s tastes. Before colo- 
nization began, Indians had acquired a few European manufactures from trad- 
ers or sailors. But soon thereafter they owned so many European goods— 
blankets, cloth, glass beads and bottles, copper kettles, ceramic bowls, axes, 
hoes, knives, tobacco pipes, and rifles—that they used them in cooking and 
farming, traded them with distant Indians, and filled their graves with them. 
Indian leaders owned more European goods than ordinary Indians, who had 
little more than a gun, a kettle, and a blanket. Indian artisans made bowls for 
farm families, hunted fowl, and skinned beavers; farmers traded metal tools, 
knives, beads, cloth, or clothing for furs or fowl. Increased incidence of dental 
caries suggests that Indians ate sugar and milled flour, acquired in trade. In- 
dians hunted the colonists’ livestock and sold the meat to them as venison. 
When merchants visited Indian villages, they traded with Indian women and 
swapped European goods for corn, baskets, bowls, and mats the women made, 
along with furs provided by the men.*? 

Indians frequented European settlements, traveling at times 100 miles or 


THIS NEWFOUND LAND 
88 


farther to trade, as visits of the northern New England Abenaki to Boston, the 
North Carolina Tuskaroras to Virginia, and Maryland Indians to the St. Mary’s 
settlement show. John Smith reported in 1616 that Indians “daily frequented us 
with what provisions they could get, and would guide our men on hunting, and 
oft hunt for us themselves.” Indian women exchanged corn and beans for shov- 
els and hoes useful in corn cultivation. Such daily trade between Indians and 
the English in Virginia remained common, setting the stage for war in 1622. 
Trade and hunting continued after the war, but the assembly repeatedly prohib- 
ited both practices and urged planters to be self-sufficient in corn production.” 

Such contact was as common farther north. So many Indians lived in settler 
homes that Massachusetts authorities prohibited that practice without a li- 
cense; in 1632 they ordered “a trucking howse” be set up in each village “whither 
the Indians may resorte to trade to avoid there coming to several howses.” By 
the 1640s, Indians living at Nonatum (now Boston suburb Newton) sold fruit, 
fish, brooms, and baskets at markets. At the same time they supplied villagers in 
Springfield, Massachusetts, with so much corn and venison and so many beans, 
nuts, and baskets that the town fathers tried to limit settler corn purchases by 
taxing corn bought from Indians; other colonists got baskets, bowls, snow- 
shoes, and canoes. In 1677, immediately after King Philip’s War, Indians re- 
turned to Boston’s marketplace. The first Dutch settlers exchanged dairy prod- 
ucts and imported glass beads for fresh food (maize, fish, and venison); Indians 
who came to truck on New Netherland farms sometimes ate an elegant dinner 
at the buyer’s cabin and stayed the night, sleeping on the floor beside the 
family’s bed. Indians on occasion stole pots or blankets from Dutch houses and 
then resold them to other, unsuspecting Dutch settlers.*! 

Colonial authorities, who wanted to keep guns out of Indian hands, pro- 
hibited the gun trade and mandated severe punishment (death in Virginia and 
New Netherland) for such sales. But runaway laborers in Jamestown sold rifles 
to Indians and taught them how to shoot, and a deadly arms race began; 
Virginia settlers sold guns to Indians, who used them with great accuracy. A 
similar illegal gun trade developed in New England in the 1620s. New En- 
glanders wanted Indian furs so badly that they sold firearms and gunpowder to 
Indians or repaired guns they owned that could be used against settlers. Com- 
moners sold or lent guns to the Indians. Widow Horton of Springfield, Mas- 
sachusetts, for one, lent her husband’s gun “to an Indian for it lay spoilinge in 
her seller.” If English colonists refused to sell guns, powder, or flintlocks to 
Indians, the French and Dutch settlers would provide them with these items, or 
Indians would steal what they wanted from colonists’ cabins. To try to control 
the trade, in the 1660s New England governments licensed traders to sell weap- 
ons. But by mid-century—with so many traders willing to sell firearms—nearly 
every tribe had acquired a supply.” 
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Officials feared the liquor trade as much as the arms race. Indians who got 
alcohol drank until inebriated. Drunken Indians who frequented English and 
Dutch settlements, officials believed, got angry with farmers and merchants 
who cheated them and pilfered their homes, killed their cattle, and incited 
violence that could lead to war. In the mid-1680s, when a Pennsylvania settler 
(and rum trader) refused to sell liquor to Indians, they attacked him and stole 
his rum; in Maine in 1677, settlers gave Indians rum and killed them when they 
became drunk. Massachusetts banned the trade in 1633, but it persisted and led 
to intermittent prosecutions. Despite similar bans throughout New England 
and in New Netherland and New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and the 
Chesapeake colonies, colonists sold liquor to Indians throughout the colonial 
era. Traders and tavern keepers dominated the liquor trade, but during the 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, Indians got rum from Dutch and 
English farmers as well. 

Long before Europeans arrived, northeastern tribes had exchanged tubular, 
blue clamshell beads. Used as ornaments and in ceremonies such as marriages, 
they were in short supply. The Dutch and New Englanders, realizing that cheap 
beads could be traded for furs, showed Indians how to use metal tools to make 
standardized beads that could be woven into belts, necklaces, or collars (called 
wampum). Indians on both sides of Long Island Sound rapidly increased wam- 
pum production and established permanent villages (abandoning long hunts) 
to take advantage of European and Indian demand. As early as 1608, Virginia 
settlers traded copper and glass beads, perhaps made locally. To facilitate the 
beaver trade, Dutch and New England colonists imported glass beads (used by 
Indians for jewelry) and set up wampum factories, where farmers worked; fur 
traders, such as the Pynchons of Springfield, paid farmers to string wampum 
for use in trade. Sometimes traders acquired wampum from Long Island Indian 
producers, giving cloth or other goods in exchange, and then used the wam- 
pum to buy furs from distant Iroquois. As the quantity of wampum rose, the 
Iroquois wanted more of it, thereby raising the wampum price for furs Euro- 
peans craved. Needing a medium of exchange, colonial legislatures latched onto 
wampum as money. Wampum circulated among white farmers in the cash- 
poor New England and Chesapeake colonies, as the wampum payments de- 
feated Indians had to pay to the English as tribute attest. Long Island In- 
dians alone paid New Englanders 6.9 million beads, worth £4,800, between 1634 
and 1664.4 

White merchants carried on nearly all the fur trade, buying beaver pelts and 
deerskins. Yet seventeenth-century white farm families did participate. The 
Chesapeake beaver trade, started in the 1620s, engaged men who traded and 
planted tobacco, as the widespread planter use of pelts as money shows. Plant- 
ers provided merchants with corn and tobacco they traded with the Susque- 
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hannocks of the interior; men in outlying districts continued to exchange guns 
for beaver pelts into the 1660s. Ordinary New Englanders participated even 
more. Thomas Morton established a short-lived colony near Plymouth in 1625 
to grow corn and trade for furs. From the 1630s through the early 1660s, 
William and John Pynchon held a legal monopoly of the Connecticut Valley fur 
trade, but they hired agents to barter with the Indians and other residents to 
transport furs to market. Pynchon’s agents were rich farmers who used the 
trade to build landed estates; poorer farmers or artisans who acted as agents 
bought few furs.*° 

New Netherland, closest to northern fur supplies, established a large fur 
trade, open at first to farmers. The first settlers both farmed land and sold furs 
they acquired from Indians to the Dutch West India Company, but by 1625 the 
company had tightened its grip on the trade and tried to eliminate the farmers 
as middlemen. Dutch farmers defied the law and continued to buy beaver pelts 
throughout the century, often “walking in the woods” to meet Indians with 
furs, acting as brokers for the fur traders, or buying furs in their own houses. 
Dutch authorities, seeking immigrants, often failed to enforce or even re- 
scinded the laws, opening the trade to everyone. So many settlers tried to 
persuade Indians to sell furs to them, each seeking to outbid the next, that they 
complained of being assaulted and held prisoner in farmers’ houses until they 
sold their furs.*° 

Indians, who knew how to survive in the woods, passed forest lore on to the 
English. Not only did they guide settlers through the forests, but they drew 
maps in the sand for them, which the English reproduced on paper. Indians 
showed immigrants how to make wigwams, which the newcomers built and 
used until they could make English-style houses. Observing Indian success in 
hunting and traveling through the woods, immigrants wore moccasins, snow- 
shoes, and dull brown or green clothing. Indians taught settlers how to stalk 
game and efficiently catch and prepare fish. Observing old fields filled with 
girded trees, the English soon learned to burn the brush and plant beneath dead 
trees. Immigrants remembered and taught their children forest lore useful in 
making new settlements in the woods.*” 

The agricultural practices of the colonists owed much to Indian tutelage. 
Maize was not grown in Europe but was crucial to survival in America, and 
Indian beans, peas, squash, and melons supplemented the settlers’ diet. Indian 
women showed Europeans when to plant; how to make hills for corn; how to 
keep weeds down; how to interplant corn, beans, and pumpkins; when to 
harvest; and how to husk the ears. The English, at first skeptical about the 
nutritional value of maize, came to see it, in the words of John Winthrop Jr., as 
“wholesome and pleasant” food “of which great Variety may be made.” Like 
Indians, the English cultivated fields extensively, moving on when nutrients in 
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the soil had become exhausted rather than manuring the land to extend its use. 
The Dutch in New Netherland burned the underbrush to clear land, taking care 
to prevent the fire from consuming their houses.** 

Indian training was essential for survival in the first years of European hab- 
itation, as an incident in New Netherland in the 1640s indicates. An Iroquois 
Indian, seeing Andriaen van der Donck clearing land, told him, “It is very good 
soil and bears corn abundantly—which I well know, because it is only 25 or 26 
years ago that we planted corn there and now it has become wooded again” and 
thus ready to cultivate again. Indians must have repeated farming lessons end- 
lessly as immigrants arrived and tried to hack farms out of the woods; later 
white frontier families, already knowledgeable about Indian techniques, may 
have temporarily returned to Indian ways.” 

At first colonists used techniques Indians taught them. But seeking markets 
and missing the labor-saving techniques of English agriculture, they soon made 
their farms resemble those of England. Despite their preference for English 
grains, they continued to plant corn. But they cleared more land and planted 
continuous fields (rather than the corn rows interspersed with beans, peas, and 
squash); they used metal hoes, axes, scythes, sickles, and plows rather than the 
granite and wooden hoes, spades, and corn planters of Indian women. On 
occasion New Englanders plowed cornfields at planting and weeding times and 
fertilized their fields with fish (perhaps an Indian custom as well), rather than 
plant a new field. Moreover, they brought seeds of familiar English grains and 
fruits with them or ordered them as soon as they could, making English-style 
fields, gardens, vineyards, and orchards. Fearful that their cattle would not 
thrive on native wild rice and broom straw, they planted English varieties for 
pasturage and for hay.°° 

The accommodation of settler to Indian had distinct limits. Unlike French- 
men, who married Indians until French women arrived, Dutch and English 
men refused to marry Indian women. Despite a scarcity of European women, 
no Dutchman wed an Indian, though lonely men often procured Indian pros- 
titutes, and several cohabited and sired children with Indian women. In New 
England, too, men outnumbered women. Epidemics that depleted male popu- 
lations caused some Indian women to try to win settler husbands and their 
trade goods. But despite sexual attraction, few immigrant men married Indian 
women, for the men feared they would become savages through contact with 
Indian women. In the early 1620s Thomas Weston’s men at Wessagusset kept 
Indian women; men in Thomas Morton’s renegade Massachusetts town danced 
and cavorted with Indians, but waited for English women to arrive to choose 
marriage partners. By 1640 plenty of English women had come to New En- 
gland, rendering intermarriage unnecessary. A few frontiersmen fled to Indian 
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villages and cohabited, but a white man found guilty of “intiseing an Indian 
woman to lye with him” was “severely whipped.” 

Because so few European women migrated to the southern colonies, men in 
the South had more reason to wed Indians. Sexual attraction, sexual inter- 
course, and concubinage between Indian women and Virginia men may have 
been common during the 1610s, when forty to fifty colonists ran away and 
cohabited with Indians. But few Anglo-Virginians wed Indian women, despite 
the scarcity of English women and the example of John Rolfe’s marriage to 
Pocahontas. Not only did clergymen warn against racial mixing, but Indian 
women refused to wed men so poorly prepared to hunt, fish, and support fami- 
lies. After the 1622 massacre, English settlers, no matter their rank, sought the 
extermination or at least exile of Indians; sex-hungry men might have turned to 
sodomy. After peace returned, a tiny number of Chesapeake whites (most of 
whom were indentured servants) slept with or married Indian women, but by 
the end of the century enough Englishwomen had immigrated to make such 
action unnecessary. English Indian traders and eighteenth-century backwoods- 
men frequented Indian prostitutes and took Indian mistresses; eager to take 
advantage of kin ties to develop trade, a few traders married Indian women.” 

A few isolated settlements of the offspring of interracial marriages appeared 
in the colonies during the eighteenth century. A tiny number of servants and 
poor whites did marry Indians, but most residents traced their ancestry to 
runaway slaves and free blacks who had married Indians or to sexual unions 
between free black women and white men. The Maryland Brandywine people, 
for instance, probably began with the intermarriage of several Catholic servant 
women and Indian men or free blacks and grew through intensive intermar- 
riage within the group. Unable to find Indian men to marry because so many 
pursued dangerous work in the militia or on whaling ships, Christian Indian 
women in New England increasingly married free African American men; 
descendants could choose to belong to either community. Groups similar to 
these could be found on the Eastern Shore and in North Carolina. 

Indians took war captives, both soldiers and outlying settler families, to their 
villages. We know the most about the 1,641 New Englanders captured between 
1675 and 1763. Two-thirds were male, half were adults, but the other half were 
impressionable children. These captives—two-thirds or more of whom were 
repatriated—learned much about Indian society, which they shared with their 
neighbors after they came home. Mary Rowlandson, a captive in King Philip’s 
War of 1675 who wrote the first famous captivity narrative, told her readers 
about her captors’ strange diet (ground nuts, corn pancakes, and wild game) 
and clothing, wigwams, forms of exchange (she traded shirtmaking for food), 
and war councils. A few years later ten-year-old John Gyles of Maine saw his 
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captors torturing prisoners and almost suffered the same fate. He hunted with 
the men, planted corn with the women, and learned their language so well that 
he could report their fables and marriage customs. Such experiences became 
part of the oral tradition of frontier communities, and the Indian skills captives 
learned could be silently incorporated into white society.*4 

Even in peaceful encounters between settlers and Indians, misunderstanding 
lay just below the surface. The Dutch dubbed Indians “Wilden,” wild people, 
and the English agreed. Indians’ dress and painted bodies (dubbed nakedness 
by the English), their strange foods and supposedly homeless lives in forest and 
swamp, and their gender roles, religion, land use, and trade made Indians 
appear to Europeans as witches, minions of Satan. Imagine the horror of En- 
glishmen who saw Indian women work unsupervised in the cornfields and 
(unlike European women) build houses, make wampum, and hold the land 
themselves—a horror magnified when the men had to learn farming from 
these women. Imagine Indian incomprehension of men who wore tight cloth- 
ing (Narragansetts called Europeans Wautacondug, coatmen) and grew un- 
kempt beards, worked in the fields like women, valued goods strictly in mone- 
tary terms, and sent their pigs and cows into the woods to eat forage meant 
for deer.” 

When the English traded, they saw a contract, an economic nexus governed 
by price and profit; when they granted credit, they expected goods to be deliv- 
ered or collateral to be taken. When Indians traded, they viewed the transaction 
as an exchange of gifts in which each side should eventually receive fair value. If 
the English failed to reciprocate a gift of land or corn, Indians expected the 
English to recognize them as superiors; the English, viewing the gift as a sale, 
refused. Seeking the civility of their own kinds of gift exchange, Indians viewed 
the colonists’ behavior as selfish. At first Indians wondered why Europeans 
wanted furs, which were so easy to obtain through hunting, while Europeans 
deemed the beads and trade goods the Indians craved as trinkets and were 
amazed that “for a copper kettle and a few toyes,” in John Smith’s view, Indians 
“will sell you a whole Countrey.” Wonder soon turned into conflict. Indians saw 
the settlers’ demand for food as extortion rather than a gift exchange; settlers 
later viewed hungry Indians asking for food as beggars.°° 

As soon as Indians and Virginia settlers learned each other’s forms of trade, 
they tried to gain advantage. In 1607 the Powhatans invited the English into 
their villages, proffering hospitality and hoping that they would become In- 
dian; misunderstanding the nature of the gift, the English turned to economic 
negotiation based on contract, which the Indians did not understand. Since 
they received no gifts, the Indians took trade goods—and the English accused 
them of stealing. By the fall of 1607 the Indians understood the nature of 
English trade, turned to barter, and demanded weapons for their corn and 
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turkeys. When the English extorted corn and burned canoes, Powhatan man- 
dated a trade embargo that lasted nearly half a year. When he reopened trade, 
Powhatan abandoned gift exchange and sought to trade guns for food, which 
the English refused, leading to renewed extortion of corn and war.%” 

Long contact barely lessened misunderstanding. On a Sunday in 1675, Na- 
thaniel Saltonstall reported, “Seven or Eight of King Philip’s Men came to 
Swansea” seeking “to Grind a Hatchet” at a local farm. But “the Master told 
them, it was the Sabbath Day, and their God would be very angry if he should 
let them do it.” Enraged that he had turned down their simple request, they 
answered that “they knew not who his God was, and that they would do it for 
all him, or his God either.” After leaving his house, they “went to another House 
and took away some Victuals, but hurt no man.” Encountering an Englishman 
on the road, they detained him a “short time, then dismist him quietly,” after 
ridiculing Puritan religion and culture by “giving him this Caution, that he 
should not Work on his God’s day.” 

Peace became conflict ina moment. Whites and Indians insulted and struck 
one another for wrongs real or imagined. New England and New Netherland 
settlers built large herds and allowed their hogs and cows to meander in Indian 
cornfields and orchards and the hogs to forage on their shellfish. To pasture 
their herds, colonists demanded Indians sell more land. Indians hunted on 
unimproved lands Europeans bought, and they not only killed livestock in 
retaliation for the destruction by colonists’ animals but took food or farm tools 
they believed were theirs by right, inciting violent responses from farmers. 
Virginia Indians killed so many hogs in the aftermath of the 1622 war that few 
were left. Rich Rhode Island farmers wanted to hire Indians or poor whites to 
tend hogs; poor whites—who made money from foraging hogs—often refused, 
inciting repeated conflicts. Such tensions persisted after the English won supe- 
riority. The town leaders of Dedham, Massachusetts, complained in 1681 that 
Christian Indians from nearby Natick “rob us of our corn & other provi- 
sions out of our fields, That cattle in ye woods have been torn by their dogs.” 
Only careful negotiations could avert disaster. In 1648, when English settlers at 
Southampton, Long Island, complained that Indians planted on land they had 
sold and that colonists’ livestock fell into Indian food-storage pits, Montank 
leader Wyandanch negotiated a compromise whereby the Indians filled in their 
pits and the English built fences. But similar disputes broke out in 1655 and 1657 
requiring yet more delicate arbitration.” 

From the day they arrived, settlers struggled with Indians for control of the 
land. Indians and settlers held strikingly different conceptions of land use. In- 
dian villages claimed sovereignty over their cornfields and hunting grounds. 
Bounded by barriers such as rivers, the village held these territories as common 
lands that outsiders could use if village leaders granted permission. Leaders 
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customarily granted use of cropland and the food it produced to village women, 
but no Indian owned the land. Hunting or trapping parties had exclusive rights 
to hunt in their territories and to keep animals they killed, but the village collec- 
tively owned their hunting grounds. English law, in contrast, separated sov- 
ereignty and ownership. The king or proprietor held sovereignty over colonial 
territory, but individuals owned land and had absolute rights to sell it. When 
colonial officials signed land treaties with a sachem, they believed that he had 
transferred sovereignty, and with it the right to sell or give land to settlers. Only 
settled habitation—which settlers denied Indians had—legitimated ownership 
once sovereignty changed hands. Indians, in contrast, thought that they had 
granted settlers the right to use land that remained under their sovereignty.” 

At times settlers acquired land on Indian terms as part of a gift exchange, and 
sovereignty did not change hands (even by English lights); but they soon de- 
manded deeds that transferred ownership. Roger Williams, for instance, under- 
stood that the Rhode Island plantation given him in 1636 remained under 
Indian political control. The next year Williams had the Indians sign a deed that 
did transfer ownership of some land to Providence, but it merely allowed use of 
the rest and neglected to give precise boundaries. By 1645, deeds in the colony 
followed English form, handing over land unencumbered and listing bounds.®! 

Different ideas about land use led to hostility between settlers and Indians. 
Noting how few women (so crucial in Indian society) came with the first 
settlers, the Powhatans assumed the white men had come for temporary trade 
and would soon leave. Settlers, especially land speculators, repeatedly bought or 
seized Indian land for a fraction of its value, despite the bans colonial govern- 
ments—fearful of war—placed on such sales. One Long Island Indian signed 
ninety-one deeds between 1655 and 1703, most for small tracts (15 to 100 acres) 
in the Oyster Bay area. Merchants granted credit to Indians for manufactures, 
taking land as collateral and making new land sales inevitable. A few buyers had 
their farms destroyed and the land returned to Indians, but more often they 
held on to purchases by making added payments. Others squatted on Indian 
land, prompting complaints to English authorities. Indians, for instance, com- 
plained to the Virginia Assembly in 1652 that farmers had taken their lands, 
“forceinge them into such narrow Streights, and places That they Cannot Sub- 
sist, Either by plantinge, or huntinge.” Fearing war, the assembly prohibited 
settlers from planting on Indian lands. Settlers nonetheless pushed their leaders 
into demanding ever more land from Indians. Colonial governments or New 
England towns then bought land from Indians. 

Indians signed land cession treaties in Plymouth, Massachusetts, Maryland, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Virginia before 1650, but they resented English 
claims of ownership once they understood that it entailed permanent loss of 
land. As soon as Indians learned what signing a deed meant, they tried to bend 
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English law to their own benefit, retaining hunting rights on lands they had 
sold. This strategy worked where few English farmers settled. Throughout the 
seventeenth century, Maine Indians sold use rights to their land but retained 
ownership because whites craved their furs. When colonists wanted the land, 
such tactics failed. At best Indians gradually sold off parts of their territory and 
received a fair price for it, as did the Lenape of southeastern Pennsylvania and 
the upper Delaware Basin. English law—with its doctrine of free alienation of 
land—accelerated Indian losses. If Indians permitted land guaranteed to them 
to be surveyed (as did the Lenape) or let officials grant them a township (as in 
Massachusetts), they implicitly accepted English sovereignty. Their land could 
then be sold to colonists, no matter what protections were built into treaties.” 

Once white farm families moved onto Indian land, they changed the land- 
scape, setting cattle and hogs to forage in meadows and forests used by animals 
Indians hunted and in the unfenced Indian cornfields. To protect livestock, 
colonists killed animals Indians needed for subsistence. White occupation of 
the land, combined with European demand for beaver and deer skins, depleted 
coastal forests of game, depriving Indians of part of their subsistence. When 
Indians killed hogs in the forests for their meat—not recognizing them as 
private property—immigrant farmers became furious. They viewed Indian use 
of land as unproductive and therefore felt free to appropriate it, sometimes in 
advance of treaties. New England and Virginia writers argued that Indians had 
but a natural right to land that the English could end merely by cultivating it; 
Virginia pamphleteers insisted that the Indians’ savagery justified wars of expia- 
tion and land confiscation.™ 

Struggles over corn and land repeatedly led to violence and war. Colonists 
and Indians assaulted one another and stole each other’s property. Usually 
caused by encroachment on Indian land, wars were triggered by the murder of 
an Indian or a white by the other group. Through the 1640s the two sides were 
equal, and Indians had reason to believe that they might dominate. Once 
begun, wars were destructive and bloody. Indians and colonists had firearms 
and knew how to use them; both sides burned villages, houses, and fields and, 
on occasion, massacred women and children, scalping their victims. Colonists 
and Indians fought such destructive wars because Indians sought to hunt on 
the same land colonists wanted to farm. Seeing the Indians’ growing cornfields 
and prosperous villages, soldiers craved these rich farms, igniting more wars. 

The English and the Powhatans began attacking each other in 1609. The 
English extorted corn, burned Indian villages, or murdered Indians, and the 
Indians responded in kind, killing a fifth to a quarter of the colonists. Virgin- 
ians searching for food risked death. One foraging group was found “slain, with 
their mouths stopped full of bread, being done . . . in contempt and scorn, that 
others might expect the like when they should come to seek for bread and 
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relief.” In 1609—10 Powhatan laid siege to Jamestown. The Powhatans monopo- 
lized corn, causing the deaths of two-thirds of the colonists. In 1611 the English 
stole enough corn to prevent a recurrence. Warfare continued until 1614, when 
fresh English forces forced the Powhatans to sue for peace. After spending eight 
years gathering weapons, they struck in 1622, massacring 347 colonists (a quar- 
ter to a third of the total) and capturing at least 19 women. The attack took place 
in March, when corn supplies were low and the Powhatans felt particularly 
incensed at English demands for bread. The English retaliated viciously, killing 
Indians, burning their villages, destroying their fishnets, and burning or steal- 
ing their corn in a decade-long campaign. Instead of negotiating for the release 
of their women, they poisoned 200 Powhatans who came to parley and shot 50 
more. Intermittent warfare in both Chesapeake colonies, along with alliances 
between the English and distant Indians, continued until 1644, when the Pow- 
hatans struck again, killing about 400 settlers, or 4 percent of the colonists. 
English retaliation ended the Indian threat in Tidewater Virginia.© 

Similar violence permeated New England and New Netherland. Skirmishes 
began in New England as soon as the English landed, and full-scale warfare 
broke out in 1637 when the Pequots—unwilling to pay heavy tribute for a trade 
treaty or turn over men who had murdered a drunken white trader—raided an 
English settlement. The war (which pitted the English and their Indian allies 
against the Pequots) escalated, with both sides burning fields and killing civil- 
ians. When the war ended, half of the Pequots were dead; about 600—700 were 
soldiers, women, and children the English burned alive at Fort Mystic or shot 
when they tried to escape the inferno. Minor warfare broke out in the 1640s, but 
New England enjoyed peace until the 1670s. Hog killing by Indians led the 
Dutch on Staten Island to murder several Indians in 1639, and Indians retaliated 
by slaying several whites. In 1643 the Dutch massacred eighty local (and peace- 
ful) Indians who had come to them for protection against invading Mohawks; 
in 1655 Indians attacked New Amsterdam, killing fifty settlers, burning farms, 
and stealing 600 cattle.© 

The climax of Indian-settler conflict in New England came in 1675-76 when 
Indians, “provoked . . . to anger and wrath,” as one Nipmuck explained, went to 
war. As Roger Williams watched his home burn, he angrily asked “Why they 
assaulted us With burning and Killing.” Having lost land and subsistence, the 
Indians were desperate: “You have driven us out of our own Countrie and 
pursued us to our Great Miserie, and Your own, and we are Forced to live upon 
you,’ one responded. In retribution for this dispossession and dependence, 
they aimed to destroy everything that made settlements English. As the Nip- 
muck explained, “We have nothing but our lives to lose but thou hath many fair 
houses cattell & much good things.” One English survivor lamented, “They 
burnt our milles, brake the stones, ye our grinding stones,” forcing settlers to 


THIS NEWFOUND LAND 


98 


make flour like Indians. And “what was hid in the erth they found, corne & 
fowles, kild catel & tooke the hind quarters & left the rest. . . . They burnt cartes 
wheeles, drive away our catel, shipe, horses.”®” 

Led by King Philip, Indians attacked Plymouth and Narragansett Bay villages 
and laid waste the Connecticut River and Maine frontiers, burning barns and 
houses, killing cattle, capturing some settlers, and murdering others, including 
pregnant women, grandparents, and babes in arms. Only coastal settlements 
north of Boston went unscathed, and whites living there were apprehensive, for 
Philip’s men raided villages ten miles from Boston. About 2,500 English died, a 
twentieth of the region’s people. Indians pushed the frontier back toward the 
coast, sending countless families fleeing, and destroying towns, such as Deer- 
field, Massachusetts, that were not to be fully repeopled by whites for forty 
years. The English and their Indian allies, with their greater numbers, defeated 
the rebel Indians, burning their villages and food stores and killing 4,000-5,000 
natives, two-fifths of the populace. In one massacre the English torched a 
Narragansett settlement, killing at least “three hundred old men, women and 
children burnt in the wigwams.” The victors captured another 2,000, including 
dependents, executing a few and enslaving hundreds. Intermittent fighting 
between Indians (often joined by the French) and settlers continued on New 
England’s northern and western frontiers throughout the early eighteenth cen- 
tury. Colonists and Indians raided each other’s settlements from 1689 to 1702, 
and Deerfield suffered its second burning in 1704.68 

Virginia warfare, too, began in 1675—76 with a conflict over trade and esca- 
lated into mutual violence with Indians and frontiersmen killing one another. 
When Governor William Berkeley refused to support colonists’ desire to clear 
out all Indians, frontier planters formed an irregular army led by the rebel 
Nathaniel Bacon and attacked peaceful tributary Indians (who had gone to war 
against Susquehannocks hostile to Virginia) rather than hostile Indians. When 
colonists murdered an unarmed band of Susquehannocks who had come to 
parley for peace, the survivors went on a rampage and attacked outlying fam- 
ilies throughout settled Virginia. At the end of this bloodletting, no Virginia 
Indians, hostile or friendly, stood in the way of the expansion of English planta- 
tions. They had been pushed to the piedmont or mountain regions, where no 
settlers yet lived. Any Indians who came to frontier settlements faced death, as 
did the Iroquois who passed through backcountry Virginia in 1679 searching 
for Indian enemies and seeking food. 

Warfare between Indians and settlers in the Carolinas began and ended later 
than in the older colonies. Until the early eighteenth century, trade—in deer- 
skins and Indian slaves the coastal tribes had captured in the interior—kept 
relations between the English and coastal Indians peaceful. But as settlers oc- 
cupied Indian lands, Indians feared dispossession. The Tuscaroras struck first, 
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killing over a hundred German and English colonists. In response North Car- 
olina’s government asked its neighbors to suppress the Indians, a task South 
Carolina whites and their Yamasee allies readily undertook in order to enslave 
more captives. The Yamasee soon turned against their allies. By eating the 
forage that game animals relied on, the settlers’ swine and cows had displaced 
the deer. At the same time, the supply of Indians the Yamasee could sell into 
slavery plummeted, and Yamasee debts mounted. Fearful that they would be 
forced into slavery to pay debts, Yamasees allied themselves with the Creeks and 
went to war in 1715, killing traders and other colonists, burning outlying settle- 
ments, and pushing survivors back toward Charleston. With the help of Cher- 
okee allies, the English put down the rebellion and drove Creeks and Yamasees 
alike from their territories.”° 

During the seventeenth century, freed Chesapeake servants or sons of New 
England settlers repeatedly fought Indians. Virginia authorities armed every 
plantation after the 1622 massacre; once he had firepower, nearly every white 
man went to war, killing Indians, burning villages, destroying cornfields, and 
taking captives. A smaller army of the best militiamen responded to the 1644 
attack. Clashes in Virginia during the 1670s involved local militias defending 
their fields and expeditions of frontier small planters and ex-servants, out for 
revenge and plunder, against peaceful Indians. Connecticut mobilized so many 
farm men during the Pequot War that the grain crops were threatened; thinly 
peopled Plymouth colony sent three or four dozen men, a quarter of their 
youths. In 1675 Connecticut drafted a quarter of the militia, mostly unmarried 
farmers’ sons needed at home to plant and harvest crops. Nearly all Plymouth 
men capable of using rifles participated; most took part in home defense, but a 
tenth were involved on the battlefield. Frontier Deerfield, Massachusetts, lost 
fourteen men, more than a third of the community’s men. Before the end of 
the century, however, fighting Indians had become far less common for farm 
youths. Draft resistance was common in New England during King Philip’s 
War, and many Boston servants and apprentices replaced farm boys. Not only 
did the Indian menace recede in older settlements after 1700, but expeditionary 
forces (a tenth or less of adults) and Indian allies, rather than farm youths 
drafted from the militia, defended frontier New England after 1680 and the 
Carolinas in the 1710s.7! 

Once colonists had conquered the land, Indians lost their autonomy, and 
some who remained fell into abject dependence. Eastern bands hunted scarce 
fur-bearing animals or traded with Indians farther west, hoping to get corn, 
pork, cloth, hoes, and gunpowder. They fell short, however, and had to get 
some supplies from the English on credit. Survival required complete acquies- 
cence to the English legal system, as Awashunkes, the “Squaw Sachem” of 
Saconet, discovered in 1683 when colonial authorities charged her with infan- 
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ticide, a common practice among her people. The Maryland Piscataways tem- 
porarily avoided this fate. Never defeated in war, they held on to their land and 
maintained autonomy through the seventeenth century, choosing their own 
leaders, burying their dead by Indian custom, and rebuffing missionaries. But 
their circumstances were special. They lived far from the center of Maryland’s 
English population, and they not only allied with the English but supplied them 
with corn and deerskins.” 

The English frequently set up reservations, on occasion at the request of 
Indians seeking to keep land. But reservations excluded Indians from land 
occupied by whites while allowing colonists to encroach on Indian territory. 
Isolated on small reservations, dependent on colonists for survival, often forced 
to speak English and accept English ways, and posing no danger to whites, who 
could squat on their land, these Indians lived peaceably among colonists. Vir- 
ginia followed a policy of separation after the 1622 massacre, set up its first 
reservations after defeating Indians in 1644, and formed new reservations after 
1676. After 1660 Maryland fur traders, hoping to maintain supplies, patented 
several small reservations on Maryland’s Eastern Shore, but planters soon sur- 
rounded them and eliminated the fur trade; much of the land soon came into 
English hands. Maryland Indians maintained some autonomy, living in wig- 
wams and practicing their language, on larger Eastern Shore reservations (lo- 
cated on swampy land settlers avoided). As game disappeared and settlers 
squatted on their lands (on occasion stealing their property or burning their 
cabins and fences), Indians had to lease (for low, unpaid rents) and then sell 
much of their remaining lands, and their autonomy disintegrated.” 

New England expanded its reservation system after King Philip’s War. Dur- 
ing the war, Massachusetts praying Indians—unfairly accused of arson and 
treason—were forced to abandon their livestock and crops and go to barren 
Deer Island in Boston harbor, where some were illegally sold into slavery and 
the rest went hungry. After the war they had to live in the remaining praying vil- 
lages, where they endured white commissioners and guardians, laws regulating 
their behavior, prohibitions on their traveling or hunting without permission, 
and encroachments of white squatters. Although they vigorously defended 
their collective property rights, eventually those, too, dissolved. Christian In- 
dians in Natick, Marlborough, or Martha’s Vineyard lived in separate villages 
until settlers intruded and forced them off the land. They first lost their hunting 
territories and then their villages through sales to speculators and settlers. 
When Indians instituted private property, which allowed them to sell their 
own land without tribal approval, colonists bought yet more of their territory, 
mostly in small parcels. Such sales gradually destroyed any corporate Indian 
community. During the 1720s and 1730s, Natick Indians sold a third of their 
land, nearly half to whites.”4 
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Warfare turned farmers and their leaders against any Indian presence. Not 
long after the Indian rising of 1622, Virginia governor Sir Francis Wyatt cap- 
tured the colonists’ thinking: “Our first worke,” he insisted “is expulsion of the 
Salvages to gain the free range of the countrey for encrease of Cattle, swine, &c 
which will more than restore us, for it is infinitely better to have no heathen 
among us, who at best were but thornes in our sides, than to be at peace and 
league with them.” Even though treaties guaranteed hunting rights on reserva- 
tions, Indians (such as those on Virginia’s Eastern Shore) retained guns with 
great difficulty.” 

Surrounded by hostile settlers, often defeated in war, and with their game 
chased away and their lands fenced in, some Indians in English areas adjusted 
to white ways to retain some land while continuing to hunt if they could. New 
England Indians gradually abandoned wigwams for frame houses and acquired 
beds, tables, chairs, and kitchenware. Indian women began to spin and to 
cultivate one- to two-acre, English-style vegetable gardens. The 2,000 Mas- 
sachusetts praying Indians, who adopted Puritan religion, were the best exam- 
ple of such groups. While trying to retain a semblance of their culture, many 
spoke English, while a few learned to read their own language (less than a third) 
or read English (a seventh). Others adopted English farming, clothing, and 
housing. By the late seventeenth to early to mid-eighteenth century, Indians at 
Nantucket, Natick, and Stockbridge had adopted English farming techniques, 
using English tools, building mills, plowing fields, cultivating apple orchards, 
and (in Natick) distributing land to individuals. 

When hunting diminished, Indian men owned livestock and thus added 
herding to their regime of hunting, gathering, farming, and fishing. By the mid- 
to late seventeenth century, Indians living amidst settlers in New England, Long 
Island, and the Hudson Valley often owned pigs, sheep, cattle, and chickens. 
They particularly liked hogs because the animals needed no care and could be 
hunted, adding to their store of protein during the spring dearth. King Philip, 
for one, raised hogs in the 1660s, setting them to graze on Hog Island, which 
was used as a commons by Portsmouth, Rhode Island. Indians not only ate 
pork but sold it at Boston’s markets, getting firearms in return. Indians who 
remained in the Tidewater Chesapeake also took up European farming, fencing 
in cornfields and raising pigs and horses. During the 1710s William Tapp, the 
last leader of the Wicomoco, continued to hunt, fish, and clear land, much like 
his ancestors, but he also raised sheep, milk cows, and hogs. He also slept on a 
feather bed and even read English books.” 

If settlers had left Indians to build a new life, they might have prospered, 
keeping their language, religion, and gender roles. But no matter how much the 
Indians adapted to white ways, settlers still thought them savages who held land 
the newcomers wanted. Insisting that the hogs Indians raised had been stolen, 
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settlers in Warwick, Rhode Island, tried to prevent Indians from branding or 
keeping them. Tensions over livestock lay behind the war King Philip led. 
Portsmouth town fathers demanded Philip take his hogs off the island. As the 
praying Indians of Natick learned in the early eighteenth century, European 
farming required purchase of tools and animals that could be financed only by 
selling land. Indians at Warwick similarly fell into debt and sold themselves into 
servitude. 

The adoption of Christianity by Indians did little to help their plight. Dis- 
trusted by Indians who wanted nothing to do with alien Christian ideas of sin, 
heaven, and hell and by whites who forced them to live under the authority of 
white missionaries and magistrates, the praying Indians were unable to sustain 
their cultural balancing act. Soon after Natick was founded in 1650, the town 
fathers of neighboring Dedham began a protracted court battle to recover the 
entire new town, claiming that the land had been granted to them. Some 
praying Indians joined King Philip’s campaign; others tried to remain loyal to 
the English, hoping for secure land in return. English soldiers not only forced 
loyal Indians to exile on Deer Island, but four soldiers murdered three Chris- 
tian Indian women and three children in the Concord woods for the crime of 
picking berries. After the war the number of Christian villages declined from 
forty-six to thirty-two. With their farm tools destroyed, the praying Indians 
returned for a while to hunting, fishing, gathering, and fur trading. Only on 
Martha’s Vineyard, where few whites settled, did praying Indians succeed for a 
while in combining Christianity with Indian customs.”” 

War made it impossible for any Christian Indian to remain true to Chris- 
tianity and maintain an Indian identity. Accused of disloyalty by the English, 
Joseph Tukapewillin asserted his Christian belief and recounted how both the 
English and Philip’s men had mocked his faith and ruined his farm, where he 
labored like an Englishman at the plow. “The English have taken away some of 
my estate, my corn... my plough, cart, chaine & other goods.” At the same 
time, “the enemy Indians have also taken a part of what I had, & the richest 
Indians mock & scoff at me, saying now what has become of your praying to 
God. The english also censure me, & say I am a hypocrite.””® 

The victorious English tolerated only Indians who became servants or wage 
laborers. Increasing poverty forced some Indians into indentured servitude. 
During the 1660s, Eastern Shore Indian families, unable to feed their children, 
indentured numerous seven- to fourteen-year-old sons; after King Philip’s War, 
at least thirty-six children of enemy Indians were forced into servitude until age 
twenty, and by the 1680s, other Massachusetts Indian children faced servitude 
to pay their parents’ debts. More worked for wages. By the end of the century, 
Indians were joining Long Island and New England whaling voyages, some- 
times under coercion. Some Rhode Island Indians lived in white households, 
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where they worked as servants, herded livestock, killed wolves, and built stone 
fences. Connecticut Indians hunted wolves, built fences, and herded cattle, 
receiving cloth or other trade goods as wages. Virginia Eastern Shore Indians 
built canoes and mended fishnets for planters. In the 1640s, Massachusetts 
praying Indians worked as laborers for merchants; two decades later, they 
marketed shingles to the English and worked on construction projects. After 
King Philip’s War, many men worked for farmers, making stone walls, cutting 
wood, and harvesting and weeding—work reserved for women in their so- 
cieties. (Edward Hutchinson had hired several of the local “Sachems Men, in 
Tilling and Plowing his Ground” even before the war.) Women joined their 
men, and some of them learned to spin. Much to the colonists’ disgust, tempo- 
rary seasonal farm labor allowed Indians to return home after the harvest and 
hunt deer.” 

Captured by slave hunters, taken in war, or forced into bondage to pay debts, 
a small minority of Indians became slaves. Slave-hunting expeditions were 
common in South Carolina, where coastal tribes raided the interior and sold 
their captives, mostly women and children, to slave traders and planters. Some 
of these captives were exported, but most remained. In 1703, 300 Indian slaves 
worked in South Carolina, but by 1708—after extensive raids in north Florida 
and sales by Indian slave catchers—South Carolina planters held 1,400 Indian 
slaves, nearly a third of the unfree labor force. Unlike African slaves, they were 
predominantly women (43 percent) and children (21 percent). The number of 
South Carolina Indian slaves peaked around 1720 at 2,000 but declined rapidly 
thereafter, to no more than 500 by 1730. Whites enslaved Indians captured in 
war in other colonies. But—except on Rhode Island cattle ranches, where as 
many as one-seventh of the people and two-fifths of the slaves were Indians— 
they were few in number. New Englanders on occasion bought Indian slaves 
from Carolina traders. Some New England Indians captured during the Pequot 
and King Philip’s Wars were enslaved locally, but most were transported to 
the West Indies or Spain. In late 1676 the English sent at least 180 captives— 
including women, children, and even men who fought for the English—into 
West Indian or (when the islands refused to accept them) North African slavery. 
Indian slaves posed no threat to white occupation of Indian land, but far fewer 
Indians than Africans became slaves because Indians ran away with greater 
success and died from European diseases at a much higher rate than Africans.®° 

Refusing to accept dependence, servitude, or slavery or to live in a land 
settlers made uninhabitable, the vast majority of Indians moved west. During 
the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries New England Mahicans and 
Narragansetts, mid-Atlantic Lenapes, Carolina Tuscaroras, and Chesapeake 
Nanticokes emigrated to the upper Susquehanna and Great Lakes regions, 
some taking refuge in Iroquois villages. At the same time, Abenakis moved 
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farther east. After English planters invaded the Potomac basin late in the seven- 
teenth century, Piscataways moved northwest along the Potomac and then left 
for Pennsylvania. Similarly, the Lenapes sold their lands and left for western 
Pennsylvania in the early eighteenth century, and Powhatans moved toward the 
remote piedmont southside after whites encroached on their lands. By the 
17708, Indians still inhabited most of northern New England, western New York 
and Pennsylvania, Georgia, and the entire territory west of the Appalachians— 
lands with few, if any, settlers.*! 

The separation of settlers and Indians was especially apparent in the South. 
More Indians (130,600) than whites and blacks combined (79,600) lived there 
in 1700. Nonetheless, just 1,300 Indians lived in Tidewater and Piedmont Vir- 
ginia, compared with over 60,000 whites and blacks. Indians remained in the 
Carolinas for decades. In 1700, 7,600 Indians lived in North Carolina east of the 
mountains (45 percent of the population), but by 1715 the Indian populace had 
plummeted to 3,000 (15 percent). Similarly, South Carolina’s Indian population 
declined from 7,500 (53 percent) in 1700 to 5,100 in 1715 (27 percent). Indians 
continued to leave settled parts of the South. Epidemic disease reduced the 
Indian population in 1760 to 53,600, an eleventh of the South’s population. But 
the 2,400 Indians who still lived in settled parts of Virginia and Carolina were 
surrounded by more than a half-million whites and black slaves. Because most 
Indians in the South lived far from European settlements, the trade between 
European and Indian farmers nearly disappeared. After the Yamasee War, for 
instance, the Cherokees rarely visited English settlements, and when they did, 
colonists showed a great deal of hostility. Cherokees thus only had contact with 
resident traders, not with settlers.*? 

Until the late seventeenth century, Indians had been a preeminent part of the 
life of English farm families. Indians lived in their midst, trading or going to 
war with them. At first nearly every farm was on the front line, as the destruc- 
tion in Virginia in 1622 shows; later, families in outlying areas might see their 
farms burned and husbands, wives, or children taken captive or killed. On 
occasion Indians had challenged colonial survival or had pushed settlement 
back toward the coast. With landownership so insecure, land scarcity hemmed 
in English settlers. So much land—but much of it a howling wilderness in the 
colonists’ eyes; so much land—but Indians controlled most of it and threatened 
to force them off the rest. By the 1720s, however, the Indians had been pushed to 
the fringe of white settlement near or beyond the Appalachian Mountains, and 
only unmarried traders and the roughest frontiersmen knew Indians who lived 
independently. Land scarcity turned into land plenty. As Indians disappeared 
and folk traditions of cooperation with them faded, colonists invading the West 
saw them as impeding their own settlements. Not surprisingly, warfare among 
English settlers, French habitants, and Indians repeatedly broke out. Although 


THIS NEWFOUND LAND 


105 


Indians fought valiantly to keep their land, neither English control nor the 
ultimate victory of settlers would ever be in doubt again.* 

As confrontations with Indians receded into memory, the Indian became an 
abstract symbol representing savagery or independence, dignity or struggle. 
Indians had often captured colonists in wartime, but the captivity narrative, a 
new and popular genre, arose in New England (and to a lesser degree in the 
South) by the late seventeenth century. Readers could vicariously experience 
danger, exotic peoples, strange foods and harsh living conditions, Indian brav- 
ery and kindness toward women, and violent killing and torturing of men they 
would never encounter themselves. Set at first in the context of the Calvinist 
story of sin and redemption but later in more secular language, New England 
narratives followed captives from the time they were taken from their farms, 
through the march into the interior, and to their return to colonial society. 
More dispassionate southern writers described Indian customs and empha- 
sized Indian cleanliness, bravery, and loyalty. Generations of settlers brought up 
on these tales came to see Indians as the independent denizens of the woods, 
outside the bounds of corrupt English society. To symbolize revolt against 
tyranny, patriotic Bostonians donned Indian garb at the Tea Party; backwoods 
Virginians fought the British in Indian hunting shirts, moccasins, and leggings; 
and Maine pioneers made themselves into Indians when rebelling against land 
speculators. Such activities had been inconceivable as long as Indians and 
whites were implacable foes.*4 


This Land Is Ours 


Making the land English involved more than expropriating Indian territory. 
English law increasingly viewed land as private property, not as commons or a 
communal resource. If land was private property, it had to be owned by indi- 
viduals. So even before settlers could begin to farm, colonial governments had 
to devise ways to distribute or sell ownership rights and to determine the 
boundaries between acreage individuals owned. Once land was distributed, 
land markets regulated its allocation everywhere. Distributing land was only 
the first step in a long process by which colonists made the land their own. 
Farmers changed the face of the land and gave it familiar English names; they 
built English houses and put English hogs and cattle on it; and they cultivated it 
for English ends of commerce. 

Colonization began with the legal fiction that the king could dispose of 
Indian land—most of which no English person had seen—because he held 
sovereignty over it. But only occupation of the soil (building houses, planting 
gardens, and putting up fences) and not discovery alone could justify English 
sovereignty. To hasten occupation of the soil, the English adopted developmen- 
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Map 1. European Population in Mainland British North America, ca. 1675 
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tal grants, commonly given to those who drained land or mined coal in En- 
gland, to colonial needs. Joint stock companies or proprietors petitioned the 
crown for a charter giving investors the right to allocate or sell land (in fee 
simple or freehold tenure). Such tenure gave owners private property rights. 
Proprietors could form governments, appoint judges, collect taxes, and coin or 
print money—rights associated with sovereignty. Even in the seven colonies 
under royal control, local officials retained sovereignty rights, constrained only 
by the possibility of a royal veto. Charters, then, gave colonies a legal structure 
that justified stealing Indian land and defending it with force. In return pro- 
prietors had to plant and defend a colony loyal to the crown and pay the 
monarch a nominal fee and a fifth of the gold and silver found in the colony.®° 

With one eye on profits and the other often on creating an idealized utopia, 
adventurers and proprietors devised schemes to distribute land long before 
immigrants arrived. Uniformly seeking to repopulate their holdings rapidly, 
they also wanted to profit from their investments. Despite the capitalist nature 
of their enterprise some devised schemes to re-create feudal societies complete 
with manors. But only the promise of landownership would entice English 
emigration and sustain profits, and only the allocation of thousands of acres to 
investors would persuade them to risk their money. Manorial societies never 
materialized, except in parts of New York and Maryland, and colonial proprie- 
tors soon realized that land had to seem easy to acquire.86 

After attempts to keep land in the hands ofa few investors failed, the Virginia 
Company devised a system of land distribution designed to resolve the labor 
shortage and provide land to middling and rich immigrants. The headright 
system guaranteed anyone financing immigration the right to land. An immi- 
grant who paid his own passage received land in return, as he did for each 
person—servant, slave, wife, or child—he brought over. Once an individual got 
this headright, it had to be registered. Then land had to be chosen, surveyed, 
and patented and the tract improved with a house, crops, or livestock. Head- 
rights were larger at the outset of English occupation, when proprietors had to 
establish a beachhead against the Indians, but the system continued as long as 
land obtained from the Indians remained unoccupied. In 1619 the Virginia 
Company—which had previously held all land—granted 100 acres to settlers 
who had lived three years in the colony and 50 acres to the rest. To encourage 
immigration, the company gave 50 acres to each immigrant (and an additional 
50 to anyone he transported) who stayed three years. This system continued 
after the dissolution of the company, with the added proviso that the holder 
improve the land within three years of registering the headright. Servants re- 
ceived no headright unless it was specified in the indenture, but a few men who 
brought over many servants and, later, slaves received rights to thousands of 
acres. The headright system thus distributed Virginia’s land widely but un- 
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equally, and landless men had to buy land or headrights. These certificates, by 
the 1650s sold regularly to land speculators, were then purchased by small 
planters.*’ 

New Netherland, Maryland, the Carolinas, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey 
copied the headright system. Desperate for immigrants, in 1638 the Dutch in 
New Netherland offered them land; two years later, they paid the passage of 
immigrants and gave them free land. During the 1630s, seeking to create big 
manors and rapidly people his infant Maryland colony, Lord Baltimore gave a 
1,000-acre headright for each five persons transported, but only 100 acres per 
person to those who brought in fewer people and 50 acres for each child. By the 
late 1640s he had reduced the headright to 100 acres per person, no matter the 
age or number transported. Masters or the proprietor (after 1648) had to give 
each freed servant a 50-acre headright, but lacking money to register and survey 
the land, the new owners often waited until someone bought their headright 
before registering it. Seven-tenths of servants freed between 1669 and 1680 who 
registered their claims immediately sold their rights. The earliest Carolina set- 
tlers received 75-150 acres for transporting themselves and 30-50 acres for each 
servant and child, but thereafter the acreage was reduced to 50 per person. 
Headright grants were less common in the mid-Atlantic region. East and West 
Jersey established 20- to 7o-acre headrights; William Penn granted a 50-acre 
headright for each servant brought to the colony but distributed nearly all the 
land in larger blocks to investors.** (See Map 2 for places.) 

On New England and English Long Island, land was distributed differently. A 
group of proprietors petitioned the legislature or Dutch authorities to grant 
them a town. Led by prominent men capable of influencing the legislature and 
enticing landless families to move to the wilderness, proprietors included most 
men seeking to farm in the town. Once a town site had been granted, proprie- 
tors bought Indian land and had the area surveyed. Proprietors or the town 
meeting set up commons (grazing land that all families could use) and dis- 
tributed land, keeping much of it in reserve for future allocations to house- 
holders or their sons. Principles of land distribution varied. In half the New 
England towns, each family received a share proportional to its contribution to 
buying and surveying the land; in most other towns, the family’s wealth deter- 
mined its share. A few people in half the towns did not participate in allocations 
but either received a small gift of land or leased their farms. The proportion of 
town lands in New England allocated in each division and the acreage given 
each family varied according to land distribution systems in the settlers’ English 
homeland. Newcomers rarely shared in land divisions; a few original families 
may have been landless tenants; and as many as half the rest held less than fifty 
acres. Town proprietors nonetheless allocated land more evenly than the head- 
right system.®° 
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Colonial proprietors often engaged in fantasies of establishing a manorial 
system, complete with feudal dues and a status-bound feudal hierarchy. Swept 
away by the failure of gentlemen to migrate permanently, labor shortages, and 
abundant land, such delusions rarely materialized. Colonists wanted their own 
land, unconstrained by dependence on a manor lord. New York and Maryland 
appear to have been exceptions, however. The Dutch created a few large pa- 
troonships in New Netherland, but only one—Rensselaerwyck—succeeded, and 
that only because the proprietor paid for transportation and equipped farms, 
taking a share of the crop as rent. During the 1680s the English created new 
manors in the Hudson Valley, but to attract tenants landlords had to finance 
migration, build mills, plant orchards, provide livestock, and give good terms 
(long nominal rents or leases for life, with rights to sell improvements). Mary- 
land manors were similar. Seeking to create a manorial system, Lord Baltimore 
gave anyone bringing in enough settlers to warrant a 1,000- or 3,000-acre grant 
the right to establish a manor. Six manors were created; half were owned by the 
proprietor’s brother. Although planters initially settled near the manors, the 
system collapsed, bedeviled by labor shortages and the unwillingness of ex- 
servants to remain tenants. As population grew, the Calverts formed new man- 
ors, which eventually numbered twenty-three. But like New York landlords, 
they peopled manors only by offering inexpensive developmental leases (10 
shillings per 100 acres) for three lives or 99 years.” 

Soon after English occupation, land markets developed; by the late seven- 
teenth century, direct sales had become the norm everywhere. Beset by corrup- 
tion, the headright system ended in Maryland in 1683 and was replaced with 
direct sales from the proprietor; about the same time, Virginia governors began 
selling unpatented land. Nonresident landowners, found in two-thirds of New 
England towns, sold land to newcomers. Elsewhere land speculators, colonial 
investors, or governors’ favorites—who acquired land through grants from 
proprietors or by sponsoring immigration of many individuals—sold surplus 
land. William Penn, for one, sold Pennsylvania proprietary land to the “first 
purchasers,” who resold it to farmers, and his land office later sold smaller 
parcels, varying the price by location and soil quality. Government land sales 
(mostly to rich men) coexisted alongside headright grants in late seventeenth- 
century South Carolina. Once colonists gained ownership, they sold land to 
accumulate capital or to pay debts. Although the sons of original landowners 
might inherit property, those who immigrated after an area’s land had been 
allocated or sold had no choice but to buy from current owners or move to a 
frontier.*! 

In an English land system, where individuals owned specific acres within 
known bounds, establishing the borders of tracts was essential. Before land- 
ownership could be recorded, the property had to be surveyed; persons who 
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farmed land before a survey was completed were squatters. Officials wanted 
compact farms, each with its share of the best and worst lands; seeking the best 
land, farmers wanted as much water frontage as possible. Surveyors divided the 
land into a grid system with rectangular plots (in New England and parts of 
Pennsylvania) or skinny strips as long as three miles (in other parts of New 
England) or used natural boundaries such as streams (in the South). Surveying 
in forests, through “THICK woops our couRsE to know,” surveyors divided one 
farmer’s land from the next. To mark the corners or bounds of tracts, they 
selected natural barriers such as creeks or streams, notched unusual trees, or 
linked the tract to farms already surveyed. Virginia owners could patent as 
much water frontage as they desired, but surveyors devised a method that gave 
each owner an equal opportunity to get it. To encourage thicker settlement, 
West Jersey, Maryland, and Carolina officials limited the length of shoreline a 
patent might include. In the Chesapeake colonies, once the survey was com- 
pleted, a map and a description of the tract were copied into patent books, the 
owner paid a surveying and patenting fee, and the land was his. A similar but 
less efficient system, where colonists could gain titles without patenting land, 
could be found in South Carolina, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. In New 
England, town land was surveyed before residents arrived, and then a town 
official resurveyed it as he distributed it to village heads of household, limiting 
access to waterfront as he proceeded.” 

Farmers showed boundary trees to their children, wives, and neighbors. 
When parcels of land overlapped or bounds were challenged—common occur- 
rences given the crude tools surveyors used, the inexactness of surveys, and the 
burden of rapidly surveying hundreds of tracts—witnesses remembered the 
boundary trees. Maryland landowners, who could petition for resurveys when 
controversies occurred, counted on people testifying about boundary trees. In 
1729 John Middleton (age fifty-five) of Prince George’s County reported that his 
father had shown him the boundary tree of their land thirty-two or thirty-three 
years previously. Similarly, Edward Heneberry (age forty-six) testified in 1732 
that sixteen or seventeen years earlier his master Christopher Beanes, while 
“Walking in the Woods” with him, showed him a boundary tree so “that he 
might be of Service to his Children after his death.” The boundaries of Virginia 
land had become so confused by the 1660s that the assembly mandated that 
inhabitants in each parish inspect and note boundaries every four years. In 1634 
the Massachusetts Court of Assistants ordered a similar procedure to ensure 
that the town book accurately recorded land.” 

Colonial systems of land allocation were remarkably successful. By the end of 
the seventeenth century, most householders owned land. A few landless men 
lived in most New England towns, but all proprietors received arable and 
pasture in town distributions. All but 4 of the first 238 inhabitants of Salem, 
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Massachusetts, got land, and later arrivals fared nearly as well, eleven-twelfths 
(134 of 146) getting land. New England land continued to be widely distributed. 
In three towns in Essex County, Massachusetts, in the late seventeenth century, 
half the men owned land before they were thirty, as did 95 percent of men over 
thirty-six. Before 1660 two-fifths of Connecticut settlers, most of them young 
men, had no land, but by the 1690s six-sevenths of all farmers owned land. 
Similarly high levels of landownership could be found in the Chesapeake colo- 
nies. In 1660 four-fifths of the white men in Charles County, Maryland, were 
landowners; as the opportunity for former servants to get land plummeted, the 
proportion of owners among taxable men declined to seven-tenths in 1675 and 
six-tenths in 1690. Most landless men either moved from the county or died 
young, before they could acquire land. In both 1687 and 1704 nearly two-thirds 
of the household heads in Surry County, Virginia, held land, as did three- 
quarters of householders in Talbot County, on Maryland’s Eastern Shore, in 
1704. Landownership, moreover, might have been nearly universal in early 
Pennsylvania; during the 1690s eight-ninths of the householders in one Chester 
County township owned land.’ 

Most seventeenth-century farmers had enough land to plant grain, cultivate 
a garden, and graze cows and pigs. To grow tobacco, Chesapeake planters had to 
own 100 acres. Maryland planters in the 1660s typically owned 250- to 300-acre 
farms; by the end of the century, farm sizes had declined to 150 to 200 acres. 
Between 1635 and 1655 settlers on Virginia’s Eastern Shore held 300 to 400 acres; 
in the 1650s planters in Lower Norfolk County owned more than 300. From 
1650 to 1675 Virginians patented over 2 million acres, thereby maintaining big 
farms. In 1705, after this land boom ended, the average Virginia planter owned a 
225-acre farm. Nearly all had viable tobacco farms; a quarter owned 100 acres or 
less, but three-fifths of this group had 100 acres. Significant differences in 
landholding had begun to appear. In frontier Henrico County, farms averaged 
300 acres; but only a third of the county’s land had yet been seated, and 
speculators and merchant-planters with over 1,000 acres owned three-fifths of 
the patented land. As more families moved in, population density grew, big 
holders sold their surplus, land became more scarce, and farm sizes dropped. 
By the end of the century that process had been completed in counties at the 
southern tip of the peninsula between the James and York Rivers. Landowners 
there had patented more than four-fifths of the available land; typical farms 
averaged 150 acres, and most men got land through inheritance.” 

Even though seventeenth-century New England, Long Island, and East Jersey 
proprietors allocated land by social status, granting more to ministers, elders, 
merchants, or rich men who had financed purchasing the town, nearly every- 
one received land. In Swansea, Plymouth, during the 1680s the town meeting 
devised a three-rank system, allocating the top group three acres to the middle 
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group’s two and the low group’s one. Since proprietors held land in reserve, 
farms were much smaller than those in Virginia or Maryland but sufficient to 
grow corn and make gardens, and residents grazed livestock on the town com- 
mon. Families initially received less than 20 acres in Rowley, 20 acres in Salem, 
33 in Newbury, 34 in Marlborough, and 64 in Watertown. These averages 
changed little over the century. Later allocations increased holdings; sales and 
bequests reduced them. Men who stayed in town ultimately received more, 
perhaps as much as 125 to 150 acres in both Dedham and Watertown. Similarly, 
New Englanders who moved to East Jersey late in the century patented 50- to 
150-acre farms.” 

To get land, immigrants left older towns and moved more often and over 
longer distances than they had in England. New England immigrants typically 
moved once, but between one-third and two-fifths stayed put. Young men 
moved most often. Three-fifths of those under forty but only two-fifths of older 
men left their first American residence. Those with little land moved most 
often. While two-fifths of the first-generation families in Ipswich, Massachu- 
setts, with allotments of ten or more acres moved during their lifetime, at least 
seven-tenths of those with less than ten acres (about half of the early settlers) 
left town. Landed men with large families moved as well, fearing they would not 
be able to accumulate enough land for their children.” 

The possibility of acquiring more land clearly motivated the movers. Sud- 
bury and Andover, Massachusetts, settled by men leaving Watertown and New- 
bury, respectively, are good examples. At first Sudbury proprietors allotted an 
average of just 21 acres, but in 1658 they divided most of the commons, giving 
proprietors and their sons enough land to increase average holdings to 130 
acres. Andover’s proprietors gave settlers house lots of 4 to 20 acres, but in 1662, 
after four new divisions, the original forty householders owned on average 153 
acres. Newcomers or landless sons—forty by 1686—got no land but could buy 
2o0-acre plots. Early residents of Windsor, Connecticut, received over 150 acres; 
by the 1670s Connecticut landholders age forty to sixty had 80 acres. Long 
Islanders were less successful. Farmers in five Long Island Dutch towns held on 
average 39 acres of improved land in 1683, but those in the English towns owned 
just 16 acres, no more than in Salem or Newbury. As many as two-fifths of the 
English farmers on Long Island owned 10 or fewer acres, enough to plant some 
grain and make a vegetable garden, but even with access to commons, they had 
to work as artisans or fishermen or whalers to support their families.” 

Immigrants repeatedly moved short distances to take up land. After they 
arrived on the coast, they fanned out across the countryside, following the 
courses of rivers and the contours of the land and seldom traveling more than 
two days from the ocean or venturing onto Indian lands. Most New Englanders 
left their first farms and moved to nearby places where they stood a better 
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chance of getting larger farms. Some migrants, however, moved to distant Long 
Island or East Jersey or to Connecticut River towns. Massachusetts and Plym- 
outh families competed to seat early Connecticut. One Plymouth observer 
lamented in 1635 that “the Massachusetts men are coming almost daily some by 
water, some by land.” Cattle raising—a particularly appropriate vocation given 
the scarcity of labor—required much land. As cattle increased in New England 
during the mid-1630s, for instance, farmers in Plymouth, Watertown, and 
Roxbury left for areas that offered more pasture. The search for pastures con- 
tinued throughout the century, leading to the settlement of the Connecticut 
River Valley. Although immigrants often persisted for decades, as many as two- 
thirds of their children moved—at marriage, to set up a farm, or to start a craft 
business. Most native-born migrants left for nearby villages, and nearly all lived 
within thirty miles of their birthplaces. By granting large parcels of land to new 
town proprietors when older towns filled up with farms, New England govern- 
ments encouraged this movement.” (See Map 1.) 

Religious radicalism sometimes combined with land hunger to impel New 
England immigrants to move. Massachusetts authorities thrust Ann Hutch- 
inson and her Antinomian followers into exile (to Rhode Island). Richard 
Hooker, who disagreed with John Cotton on religious matters, began the Hart- 
ford settlement, taking followers, some of whom were land hungry, with him. 
Others, unwilling to live amidst the saints, moved to Plymouth or Rhode 
Island, colonies with more open religious polities. 

Similar dispersion could be found in the Chesapeake. Ex-servants tramped 
the countryside searching for farms or for labor paying enough to allow them 
to rent or purchase land. Often unable to find land near their former master, 
they moved to nearby frontiers and settled along rivers and creeks before they 
moved inland. Settlers gradually filled in the land, patenting, for instance, 
42,310 acres in Somerset County by 1670 and 210,980 acres by 1690—five times 
the 1670 total. Able to get land, four-fifths of former servants in Charles County, 
Maryland, stayed in the county, as did many unable to rise out of the ranks of 
laborers or tenants. A quarter of surviving immigrants left Charles County, and 
about two-fifths departed from Lancaster County, Virginia. As opportunities 
ebbed after 1660, tramping increased, leading county courts to complain that 
“vagrant persons . . . remove from place to place” to avoid paying taxes. After 
1680 migration from the region increased as tobacco prices and opportunities 
to purchase land declined. Short-distance migration opened new areas for 
European habitation; the founding of North Carolina and Pennsylvania en- 
couraged poorer men and their families to move greater distances to find land 
and establish themselves as small producers.'”! 

Despite the vestiges of feudalism in colonial charters, private property in 
land and land speculation became universal, constrained only by customary 
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rights of common use of unenclosed and unimproved lands. The complex 
English land tenure system thereby broke down. Most land was held in fee 
simple, a tenure that allowed owners to sell and bequeath their holdings. Free 
from nearly all feudal dues, land held in fee simple was constrained only by the 
payment of land taxes.1° 

Feudal vestiges—albeit transformed—remained on freehold land. Most land- 
owners had to pay a quitrent, either to the proprietor (in Maryland and Penn- 
sylvania) or to the king (in other colonies outside New England). A quitrent 
represented the feudal bond between the owner of in fee simple land and his 
king; in the colonies it became a small tax on land paid to king or proprietor. 
The sum collected would have been sizable had everyone paid. But farmers 
often evaded the tax, and tax collectors or royal officials, underpaid and know- 
ing how unpopular quitrents were, made few efforts to collect them or to bring 
scofflaws to justice. In Pennsylvania and North Carolina the rates were variable 
and therefore seemed unjust; in Maryland and Virginia even low rates could 
impoverish a small landholder in years of low tobacco prices. The quitrent 
itself, not the level of payment, became the key issue. Colonists knew that the 
reciprocal obligations that quitrents symbolized in a feudal society had long 
disappeared, and the payment had become a tax benefiting proprietor or king, 
not their communities. New England farmers, used to unfettered lands, refused 
on principle to pay quitrents; those in proprietary colonies objected to paying a 
middleman, who owed a similar obligation to the crown. Accepting the king as 
sovereign, farmers in royal colonies evaded rather than attacked the system. In 
royal South Carolina those who failed to patent land avoided paying quitrents, 
and partially as a result quitrents were paid on two-fifths or less of the land. 
This resistance turned land into private property, unconstrained by any feudal 
obligations.'™ 

As we have seen, Indians hemmed in colonists, creating potential land scar- 
cities. Since so little land was available for settler use, one might expect bigger 
operators to monopolize it and to rent it out to smaller holders. Before 1700, 
however, large-scale tenancy appeared nowhere. Even the poorest man could 
farm a piece of land if he was willing to squat illegally on it. Less than a tenth of 
the household heads in eastern Massachusetts and about a tenth of Connecticut 
men age forty to sixty rented land; on Long Island one in ten late-seventeenth- 
century farmers in English towns and one in six in Dutch towns did so. Before 
the late seventeenth century, New York manor lords had patented at least 2 
million Hudson Valley acres. Nonetheless, farmers could easily acquire freehold 
land, which led manor lord Jeremiah Van Rensselaer to complain in 1671 that it 
was “no longer possible to get any tenants for the farms”; as late as 1700, the 
manors had few tenants. 

Tenancy did grow in a few places in New England. The Pynchon family 


THIS NEWFOUND LAND 


116 


owned the best land in Springfield, on the Connecticut River frontier of Mas- 
sachusetts, and a third of the town’s farmers—including some who owned 
distant, poor, or infertile acres—leased land from them. As Salem developed 
into a commercial center, fewer families owned land, even on the farming pe- 
riphery. By 1689 in Salem Village, where three-fifths of the families were farm- 
ers, half the heads of household owned land, a quarter lived on family land (but 
owned none themselves), and a quarter rented. Other Essex County commu- 
nities probably had similarly high rates of tenancy, as richer men took advan- 
tage of the poor and off-season fishermen to develop their land as tenancies. 
Tenancy was equally uncommon in the Chesapeake region. One-twelfth of 
the planters in Charles County, Maryland, leased land in 1660; by 1705, after 
land prices more than doubled, that number jumped to one in four (and to one 
in five in the rest of southern Maryland). But a fifth of the Charles County 
tenants rented land from the Jesuits on good terms. Before 1680 they leased 
200- to 500-acre farms for 500 to 1,000 pounds of tobacco (less than half of one 
worker’s crop) or for clearing the land and building houses and barns; after 
1680 rents increased but ran for three lives. So much land (more than half) in 
settled counties remained unpatented in 1704 that nearly all Virginians without 
a land title could have squatted on unsurveyed land. In 1687 one-third of Surry 
County householders owned no land, but rather than renting land, some of the 
landless squatted on unpatented acres on the southern edge of the county.!% 
However many farms they planted in America, the English saw the land as 
strange, alien, and wild. Indians had named its hills and mountains, rivers and 
villages, and trees and vegetation. At first adventurers learned Indian names 
and put them on their maps, as John Smith did in his 1612 map of Virginia. But 
to symbolize their sovereignty, settlers soon changed them. Sir Walter Raleigh 
renamed Wingandacola (Roanoke) Virginia (for Elizabeth, the virgin queen) 
before settlers arrived. In 1602 poet John Beaumont praised the renaming: 


Where Cipo with his silver streames doth goe 
Along the valley of Wingandekoe: 
—Which now a farre more glorious name doth beare. 


England, Beaumont continued: 


hath uncontrol’d stretcht her mightie hand 
Over Virginia and the New-found-land, 
And spread the colours of our English Rose. 


Later Tsenacomoco, or Tsenacommach, the “densely settled land” of the Pow- 
hatans, became Virginia. On the twenty-fourth day after their arrival, Virginia 
adventurers “set up a cross at the head” of the river the Indians called Powha- 
tan, “naming it King’s River, where we proclaimed James, King of England, to 
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have the most right unto it.” The river soon became the James. John Smith 
renamed New England Indian villages and printed them on a map in 1616, four 
years before the first permanent settlers arrived. Sowocatuck became Ipswich; 
Accominiticus, Boston; and Passataquack, Hull.’ 

As long as Indians controlled the landscape, the names of places remained 
contested. A Providence, Rhode Island, deed of 1638—just after Roger Wil- 
liams and his band arrived—either gave places their Indian names or listed 
both English and Indian names (Moshausick was Providence; Apaum, Plym- 
outh). The same year, long after intensive English settlement, a Dutch map still 
dubbed the James River “River Powhatan.” Later, Massachusetts praying vil- 
lages, which retained Indian names, abutted English settlements with English 
names. Nor did English names (such as Delaware Bay) become fixed for de- 
cades, for as long as the Dutch controlled any North American territory, they 
insisted on replacing Indian names with Dutch. 17 

English place-names, however, did become conventional. By naming colo- 
nies, counties, and towns after places they had left behind, immigrants made 
American land English. More than four-fifths of the counties formed in the col- 
onies before 1700 took the names of British places or British (especially royal) 
notables; thirteen of twenty-two Virginia and Maryland counties founded by 
1660 were named after an English county; six counties honored English mon- 
archs or nobility. At least forty-three of sixty-two Massachusetts Bay and Plym- 
outh towns took the names of English communities, usually from East Anglia, 
where many immigrants had resided. Towns in newer colonies (such as New 
Hampshire) were named for New England towns, other British places, or their 
founder, prominent New Englanders, or English benefactors. In contrast, In- 
dian names—which represented prior occupation by indigenous peoples—were 
nearly absent. Massachusetts was named after an Indian tribe, but no Mas- 
sachusetts or Plymouth towns and only two Chesapeake counties took Indian 
names. Bodies of water usually took on English (or in New Netherland, Dutch) 
names as well. Nearly a quarter of the ponds and brooks in eastern Mas- 
sachusetts were named for the owners of the land on which they were found, 
and as many were named after animals or fish, farm characteristics (cow pond, 
pantry brook), or the character of the body of water (muddy pond). Naming 
the hills and rivers made an alien landscape seem English, even when most of 
the land remained, in settlers’ eyes, wild.!% 

The English renaming of Indian places went on everywhere. In New En- 
gland, as soon as a few English families began to farm in an old Indian village, 
they petitioned to replace the Indian name (Wannamoisett, for instance) with a 
more familiar English name (Swansy, in this case). An upper Connecticut River 
settlement kept the name Pocumuck or Pacomptuck until King Philip’s War, 
but when the destroyed town was resettled after the war, the residents named it 
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Deerfield. Most topography soon took on English names: two-fifths of the 
rivers but just a fifth of the ponds, a sixth of the brooks and hills, and a twelfth 
of the swamps of eastern Massachusetts retained Indian names, even when such 
English-native names as Indian Brook are included. In New Jersey, Lenape 
names quickly disappeared, save for six that denoted waterways. Chesapeake 
planters similarly renamed natural features. The only Indian names that survive 
in Virginia describe physical features, notably waterways, such as Chesapeake, 
“mother of waters,” or Rappahannock, “quick-rising water.” Original owners 
used Indian words to name only 1 percent of the tracts in seventeenth-century 
Prince George’s County, Maryland.1° 

To make the land theirs, the English used English terms to label the landscape 
features or, when no term was appropriate, gave English words a new, Ameri- 
can meaning. Before 1650 the English in Virginia named features islands, hills, 
and meadows, all concepts brought from England. They named numerous 
rivers (a word meaning, as in England, a large stream leading to a sea) and 
hundreds of creeks (meaning a long, narrow, saltwater stream in England but 
fresh and saltwater tributaries of rivers in Virginia). The strangeness of the 
landscape notwithstanding, Virginians rarely borrowed terms from the Indians 
(“pocosin,” meaning swamp, was the most important). New Englanders used 
similar words, dubbing features meadows, rivers, and gullies; dividing land into 
commons and wasteland; and labeling species of trees (sometimes inaccu- 
rately), on rare occasions transforming Algonquian words such as “pokelogan” 
or “pecelaygan” (backwater or wetlands) into “logan.”!!° 

Men of substance named most rivers and counties, but land, even when 
owned, was but nature until colonists put their imprint on it. Before building 
houses or plowing fields, settlers named their land. In the Chesapeake planters 
named their estates after themselves or their wives (Griffin’s Chance, Betty’s 
Desire) or harked back to English places or great houses (Epping Forest, Strat- 
ford Hall). Marylanders almost never used Indian words (or the word “In- 
dian”) in tract names. The land was theirs, not the aboriginal owners. Owners 
of nearly half the tracts patented in seventeenth-century Baltimore and Anne 
Arundel Counties and over a third of the tracts in Prince George’s County 
named the land for themselves, usually attaching their surname to the fact of 
ownership (lot, purchase, addition), a feature or use of the land (neck, level, 
hill, pasture), or an economic expectation (chance, desire, hope, folly). Planters 
used similar words, but not their own names, to identify the rest of their lands 
and borrowed about a tenth from English place-names. A handful named land 
after biblical places or (in Prince George’s, where numerous Catholics lived) 
saints. Similar naming patterns could be found in late-seventeenth-century 
West Jersey, where close to three-fifths of Quaker farmers named their land 
after themselves, usually combining their surname with terms such as “planta- 
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tion,” “grove,” or “meadow.” The rest usually named their land after topo- 
graphical features."! 

The first English inhabitants envisioned a landscape that they would build by 
their labor, turning forests into fields and meadows into pasture. Settlers gave 
grasses, vegetables, animals, and fishes English names. In his 1634 account of 
New England, William Wood predicted the region’s agrarian future. He saw 
meadows, marshes, wild vegetation, and wild beasts but knew they could be 
reshaped. The marshes “be rich ground and bring plenty of hay, of which the 
cattle feed,” enough for any planter “though his herd increase into thousands.” 
The ground would bring forth “turnips, parsnips, carrots, radishes, and pum- 
pions [pumpkins]” and “whatsoever grows well in England.” By 1634 settlers 
had changed the land. Mount Wollaston (Quincy) had “a very fertile soil and a 
place convenient for farmers’ houses”; the people of Roxbury “have fair houses, 
store of cattle, impaled cornfields, and fruitful gardens.”!! 

Having conquered and named the land, farmers set themselves and their 
families to the task of making farms. Before moving to the land, they had to buy 
provisions and goods—livestock, seeds, axes, hoes, bedding, pots, and dishes— 
necessary to set up a household and a farm. During their first season they 
cleared an acre or two of woods, planted crops, built an impermanent house 
and outbuildings, and put up fences around their crops (a practice mandated 
by law and by the free-ranging hogs and cattle). Gradually they cleared more 
land, improved their dwellings, and bought better tools and a greater variety 
of household goods. To get goods to market, they joined with neighbors to 
widen Indian paths; to sustain their communities, they banded together to 
erect churches, meetinghouses, and courthouses. In so doing, they had made a 
new landscape, at once English and American.!4 


THE SHOCKS TO body and soul immigrants experienced, from the harsh cli- 
mate to hostile Indians, led them to cling tenaciously to English social norms. 
To be sure, survival mandated that colonists acclimate themselves to the wilder- 
ness, eating new foods, wearing different clothes, and borrowing from the 
Indians. In making these changes, settlers did not become the new democratic 
and individualistic people of our folklore; much less did they turn into Indians. 
Rather, they integrated their new habits into English regional customs, prac- 
tices, and institutions. Their struggle with nature and Indians in the face of 
persisting English values lies at the center of their work at farm making and 
community building.""™4 

Patterns of landownership and land use pointed back to England and for- 
ward to America. Proprietors tried to control landownership and create an 
idealized English society on American soil; New England town proprietors 
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distributed land in ways that resembled the customs of their home villages. But 
high levels of landownership and the dispersion of the population made that 
impossible. Where English maps showed the feudal tenure of those who held 
land, colonial maps showed boundaries among landowners. Colonists incorpo- 
rated the English system of entail (mandating that land be kept in the family) 
into their laws and duplicated English forms of descent of land in intestate 
estates, instituting primogeniture or giving the eldest son a double share. But 
colonists who made wills infrequently practiced primogeniture, and only the 
land of gentlemen (even in Virginia) was entailed. Settlers used English land- 
surveying methods designed to make settlement compact but created a thinly 
settled society of isolated farms, rather than the villages filled with landless 
laborers found in the mother country.!® 

At first the houses of immigrants bore little resemblance to England’s. Their 
first houses, built after they left their temporary huts or wigwams, contained 
one room or a hall, a parlor, and a loft and were much smaller than houses in 
England. They were built in a hurry on posts rather than a foundation, with 
clapboards and wooden rather than brick chimneys. Only the mid-Atlantic 
Finns built log houses similar to those in their forest homeland; later immi- 
grants copied the style and took it to the eighteenth-century Appalachian fron- 
tier. Whether built of logs or clapboards, these houses were meant to last only 
twenty or twenty-five years. As late as 1700 many families still lived in such 
houses. Those of small mid-Atlantic and southern farmers and planters showed 
little internal specialization and remained small (400 or fewer square feet) 
and impermanent one- to three-room structures. These impermanent houses 
served their owners well. Clearing land, herding cattle, and growing market 
crops took most of the time and capital these farm families had, and by the time 
the houses disintegrated, they were ready to move to fresh land. After mid- 
century, however, middling and wealthy farmers built larger permanent homes, 
with four or more rooms spread over two floors. Prosperous New Englanders 
lived in wooden homes; substantial southeastern Pennsylvania families moved 
into multiroom stone houses; rich Chesapeake planters surrounded their main 
house (still built on post holes rather than foundations) with separate kitchens, 
dairies, and other structures.!!6 

Middling colonists copied the architectural styles of their regions of origin. 
New Englanders adapted East Anglian and West Country styles; Virginia gen- 
tlemen, southern English styles; and Delaware Valley immigrants, North Coun- 
try or Finnish styles. Builders borrowed from English styles but added colonial 
innovations, using more wood but preparing it in simpler ways than in En- 
gland. Middling New England farmhouses resembled those of East Anglia but 
had root cellars rarely found in England; others used the transverse summer 
beam construction common in the West Country. By 1700 Chesapeake builders 
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had so radically simplified English construction techniques (borrowing from 
Africans or Indians) that ordinary houses resembled no English style. To miti- 
gate the heat of summer, soon after arrival planters dug storage pits (like In- 
dians), and after mid-century, middling and rich planters had moved kitchens 
into separate buildings, perhaps like those in the West Country.!"” 

Only laws firmly enforced, immigrant leaders insisted, could prevent the 
English from sinking into savagery. Colonial charters mandated that “orders, 
lawes, statutes, and ordinances” be “not contrarie to the lawes . . . of England” 
(Massachusetts Bay Charter) or “soe farre as conveniently may bee agreeable 
with the Lawes of . . . England” (Pennsylvania Charter). But what English laws 
should be imposed? English common law—an amalgam of contradictory cus- 
toms of merchants, courts, towns, and villages—proved unreliable. Nor were 
parliamentary statutes, themselves at times contradictory, always apt. Colonial 
assemblies borrowed diverse English customs but innovated when necessary. 
Fearing disorder, New England towns made their own covenants, signed by 
male property holders, to regulate social and economic behavior and passed 
ordinances when necessary. Magistrates kept familiar legal forms and practices 
and followed English law manuals. Soon colonial laws became so complex and 
contradictory that assemblies in Virginia (in 1632, 1642, 1652, and 1662), Plym- 
outh (1636), Massachusetts (1641 and 1648), Rhode Island (1647), and later, 
Pennsylvania and New York brought order to their laws by codifying them.!!8 

Magistrates placed English laws into a new context, heightening their origi- 
nal ambiguities, as examples from the Chesapeake colonies illustrate. The harsh 
penal laws and summary justice of early Virginia, which grew out of disorder in 
the colony, reflected brutal Elizabethan poor laws, the suppression of vaga- 
bonds, and English military justice. But assemblies had to innovate as well. 
Created by the provincial assemblies, county courts of the Chesapeake colonies 
gained jurisdiction not only over the petty criminal and civil matters of similar 
English courts but also over estates, bigamy, and bastardy, matters reserved in 
England for church courts. They had jurisdiction over nearly all civil matters 
and debt cases, even those sent to higher courts in England. When the Virginia 
or Maryland Assembly copied English criminal law, it wrote new provisions to 
prevent trading with Indians or to punish runaway servants, problems never 
encountered in England, where no Indians lived and servants worked on an- 
nual contracts. Aware of their extraordinary number of orphans, both colonies 
created orphans’ courts (within the county courts). These courts grew out of 
English practice, but Chesapeake legislatures went beyond English precedent 
and protected orphans from harm or venal stepparents by specifying in detail 
how they were to be educated or trained and how estates were to be operated by 
guardians.” 

The communities settlers made reminded them of home and helped them 
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adjust to the wilderness. They borrowed communal institutions (county courts, 
churches, and town meetings) and officials (justices of the peace, sheriffs, 
selectmen, and ministers) from English practice in their home regions. Just as in 
England, such institutions mediated between markets where goods were ex- 
changed and households that made wheat, corn, tobacco, or rice. Justices regu- 
lated the marketplace, sometimes setting prices and wages, and guaranteed the 
authority of husbands over wives, fathers over children, and masters over ser- 
vants and slaves. The form of colonial communal institutions, then, could be 
traced to England, but the problems they sought to resolve grew out of America, 
full of forests and Indians.'”° 
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RITING IN THE GUISE of a simple American farmer of the 
1770s, J. Hector St. John Crévecoeur, a French immigrant 
who became a gentleman farmer in New York’s Hudson 
Valley, captured the importance of the ownership of land for 
eighteenth-century farmers. “What should we American farmers be without 
the distinct possession of the soil? It feeds, it clothes us; from it we draw... our 
best meat, our richest drink, the very honey of our bees comes from this 
privileged spot.” But landownership meant more than prosperity; it created the 
“only philosophy of the American farmer.” A man’s labor, not mere purchase, 
sustained his ownership of land. If he refused to improve his land or if he 
abandoned it, he deserved to lose it. “This formerly rude soil has been con- 
verted by my father into a pleasant farm,” Crévecoeur added, “and in return, it 
has established all our rights; on it is founded our rank, our freedom, our 
power as citizens.” The American farmer expected to pass his farm on to his 
son, whom he trained from an early age to appreciate the soil. This abundant 
land had “enticed so many Europeans who have never been able to say that such 
portion of land was theirs” to “cross the Atlantic to realize that happiness.”! 

A medieval peasant loved the soil as much as Crévecoeur’s American farmer. 
He did not own the land, however, but merely enjoyed the right to farm the soil 
and graze livestock on the commons, constrained by his lord’s rights to take 
rents for the same land. He might bequeath or sell his rights to the land, but he 
had to pay a fine to his lord. By the late seventeenth century, colonists had 
abandoned feudal concepts of land tenure. Although commons remained in 
New England towns, town allocation of land had disappeared. Feudal vestiges 
such as quitrents or feudal dues paid to manor lords remained, but they had 
been transformed into land taxes or rents.” 
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Colonists replaced feudal concepts, in Crévecoeur’s words, with ideas “of 
exclusive right, of independence,” and of landownership. “Descended from its 
great Creator,” the land “holds not its precarious tenure either from a super- 
cilious prince or a proud lord.” Not even the king had rights to a farmer’s land, 
beyond taxation for public purposes. The consequences, insisted David Ram- 
say, author of one of the first histories of the American Revolution, were great. 
“Settled on lands of his own, he was both farmer and landlord—producing all 
the necessaries of life from his own grounds, he felt himself both free and 
independent.” Land, colonists assumed, was private property, a commodity 
that could be bought, sold, bequeathed, or leased. Possession of the soil was 
insufficient; a man had to own it, be the absolute proprietor over it, and be able 
to prevent others from trespassing on it or using it in any way.? 

Courts and assemblies, small landholders believed, had to guarantee the 
secure enjoyment of their landed private property. In conflicts over land titles, 
they expected officials to support them against Indians and landlords. If offi- 
cials took their land for mills, roads, bridges, or river improvements that every- 
one could enjoy, they expected compensation for their improvements or their 
prior use of the land. Every farmer, twenty-five German settlers in Maryland 
insisted in the late 1740s, “is secure in the enjoyment of his property, the 
meanest person is out of reach of oppression from the most powerful nor can 
anything be taken from him without his receiving satisfaction for it.” The 1780 
Massachusetts constitution summed up colonial practice: “Whenever the pub- 
lic exigencies require that property of any individual” be taken for “public uses, 
he shall receive reasonable compensation therefore.” 

Only landowners could get commercial credit. Real estate—farmhouse, 
kitchen and barn, arable, pasture, woods, and unimproved acres—were farm- 
ers’ most valuable possessions. Between 1700 and the 1770s the value of land in 
New England grew from three-fifths to nearly three-quarters of total property; 
between 1755 and 1776 land in Prince George’s County, Maryland, rose from a 
third to more than a half the value of property. In 1774 half the value of farmers’ 
property in all the colonies was tied up in land. Land counted most (71 percent) 
in New England, but even in the slave South, land accounted for almost half (46 
percent) of property and was worth more than servants and slaves.° 

Only men who owned land and directed family labor could claim indepen- 
dence from their superiors. Small farmers expected that virtuous rulers would 
protect their landed property from the rapaciousness of the greedy and power- 
ful. In contrast, a tenant was required to negotiate with his landlord, an unequal 
relationship that often made the tenant dependent. Tenants usually could nei- 
ther vote nor serve on juries. Poor squatters could stay on their land rent-free 
only until others who were willing to buy or rent the land took it as their own. 
No wonder, New York Lieutenant Governor Cadwallader Colden wrote the 
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Lords of Trade in 1761, farmers wanted “to bestow their labour where they think 
their posterity shall enjoy the benefit of it, rather than on lands, the property of 
others, however low the rent may be in proportion to the value of the lands.”® 

This chapter examines land acquisition and ownership among eighteenth- 
century householders. High levels of landownership continued everywhere. In 
1774 seven-tenths of colonial household heads (and four-fifths of farmers) 
owned land, much more than in Britain. One can nonetheless distinguish older, 
long-settled regions from newer frontiers. Most farm families in older regions 
still owned land, though the quantities they possessed dropped over time. As 
isolated coastal settlements became connected colonies, the amount of land 
available for purchase or inheritance diminished. Since land cost more than 
most men, especially those just starting out, could afford, poverty grew, tenancy 
increased, and landlords began to fill their manors with farm families. Many in 
this growing class of poor had too few assets even to move to a frontier, where 
greater opportunities beckoned.’ 

But many small and middling farmers, worried about their prospects and 
seeking cheap land, could and did move to frontiers—the Appalachian foothills 
and mountain valleys—where high levels of landownership and big farms could 
be found. “Determined to improve his fortunes by removing to a new district,” 
Crèvecoeur related, such a farmer vowed to buy “as much land as will afford 
substantial farms to every one of his children.” As pioneers cleared land and 
sent crops to market, they encouraged others to join them. When whites first 
occupied Indian lands, they either squatted on it or banded together to pur- 
chase it and extinguish the Indians’ title. The area of white habitation thereby 
expanded; as migration accelerated, new settlements appeared. After a few years 
migrants surveyed, patented, or bought the land they farmed; most squatters, 
however—lacking money—had to abandon their farms.® 


Hugging the Coast: The Land System of Tidewater Areas 


Did eighteenth-century farmers acquire land as easily as their predecessors had? 
By 1700 densely populated settlements could be found—on the New England 
coast; along the Connecticut River; on Long Island, Manhattan Island, and the 
Hudson River as far north as Albany; adjacent to Delaware Bay and to the rivers 
of the Chesapeake colonies; near Albemarle Sound; and on Carolina’s Stono 
and Cooper Rivers. As dense settlement grew, the proportion of families own- 
ing land dropped, many landowners farmed too few acres to feed their families, 
tenancy rose, and the number of poor, landless men increased. We should not, 
however, overstate the change. Two-thirds to three-quarters of farmers owned 
land during the last half of the century in eastern New England, Long Island, 
New Jersey, and Tidewater Virginia. The rest included children waiting to in- 
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herit land, recently arrived immigrants, artisans renting their shop and land, or 
young leaseholders accumulating money to buy land. Many young couples had 
no land, but just a sixth of farm operators remained tenants their entire lives.? 

The belief that uncultivated land was widely available sustained early mar- 
riage, high fertility, and European immigration; the rapid population growth 
this regime nurtured, in turn, drove the demand for land ever higher. Between 
1700 and 1780 the white population of the mainland British colonies multiplied 
ten times, doubling every quarter-century, increasing from less than a quarter- 
million to almost 2.5 million. More than five-sixths of the added people had 
been born in the colonies, but European immigrants seeking land played an 
essential role in the backcountry. Colonial governments could not meet such 
heavy demand for land. By mid-century nearly all the good land in older 
settlements had been improved; officials could not form counties or towns, 
make paths, and clear rivers fast enough to provide for every family that wanted 
its own land. In such circumstances land prices rose in real terms, and the size 
of farms declined.! 

By the 1770s population pressure on land, rising land prices, and growing 
dispossession could be found in every area settled in the seventeenth century 
from Massachusetts to the Lowcountry Carolinas. The data reported below, 
however different they appear, show that the proportion of farm families own- 
ing land dropped and farm sizes diminished while poverty and tenancy grew. 
We can point to two differences among coastal regions. As one traveled from 
southern staple-producing areas to mid-Atlantic and New England general 
farming regions, farm size dropped. Second, tenancy grew more rapidly in 
places, such as the Hudson River Valley, where landlords monopolized thou- 
sands of acres and forced tenants to sign short-term leases at high and rising 
rents. Tenancy rose more quickly near cities such as Philadelphia, where urban 
growth made truck farming profitable. In these places cottagers, who received a 
house and a tiny plot of land in return for providing labor to their landlord, 
could be found in large numbers. (See Map 3 for places.) 

Population pressure on land became intense in older New England, New 
Jersey, and Long Island communities. Even in the face of diminishing resources, 
children wanted to remain close to their parents. As a result, population density 
rose. Forty-five people—nine families—lived on every square mile of land in 
rural eastern Massachusetts; by the 1770s population density was almost as high 
in East New Jersey. After towns had distributed all their land, men could get it 
only by inheritance or purchase. Sons of small farmers got land with difficulty. 
Families remained large, and sons usually had to wait until their father died, 
and even then each son might not get a farm. The father could bequeath all land 
to one son, cutting the others out; divide it among several sons, none of whom 
would have enough for a viable farm; or order the estate liquidated and the 
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proceeds split among the children, giving no one a farm. Moreover, rising 
prices far beyond modest monetary inflation precluded land-poor sons, much 
less newcomers, from buying land. Land prices in Ipswich, Massachusetts, rose 
40 percent between 1720 and 1749 and another 20 percent between 1750 and 
1771. Between the 1740s and the 1770s land prices in Andover doubled, while the 
price of uplands and woodland in Newtown, Long Island, tripled between 1720 
and 1770. The price of Connecticut River frontage in Hartford, Connecticut, 
doubled between 1700 and 1770.1! 

By mid-century landed farmers in New England and East New Jersey often 
struggled to make a living on inadequate acreage. In 1771 Massachusetts farmers 
owned, on average, only twenty acres of improved land (perhaps half of their 
holdings). Two-fifths of them had too little arable, pasture, or hay land to be 
self-sufficient in food. A fifth held less than eight improved acres, enough land 
to provide only a small part of the family’s diet; they had to seek wage labor to 
support their families. By the late 1770s farms in six East New Jersey towns 
averaged less than fifty acres of improved land, and more than a quarter of the 
landholders owned less than twenty-five acres, too little for subsistence. With 
such diminished farms, with fields exhausted from a century or more of contin- 
uous cultivation, and with commons reduced by distribution to townsmen, 
farmers in old regions such as Essex County, Massachusetts, neither increased 
market production of grain and vegetables nor sold more wool, mutton, pork, 
beef, and butter. So many eastern Massachusetts farmers owned tiny plots of 
land that many towns had to import grain, vegetables, butter, or meat from 
outside the region.” 

Connecticut and New Hampshire, with more unimproved land and internal 
frontiers, stood in contrast to Massachusetts. In early-eighteenth-century Con- 
necticut, men owned larger farms than their counterparts in Massachusetts and 
bequeathed more to their children. However, holdings did diminish. Families 
owned 50 acres, nearly two-fifths less than those of the late seventeenth century. 
But farmers still had large farms. Farmers over forty owned 120 acres, about 
half improved, more than men a century earlier. By the 1770s, however, a third 
of Connecticut’s villagers worked mainly as artisans; they owned on average 20 
acres, enough to plant a garden and pasture a cow and horse. Land remained 
plentiful in Exeter, New Hampshire—one of that colony’s first villages—until 
mid-century. The town not only held land in commons until 1740 but dis- 
tributed land to all sons and newcomers who had arrived by 1725. The least 
fortunate man received 20 acres; the typical landholder, 70." 

Although eastern Massachusetts farm sizes plummeted, most families owned 
the land they farmed. In 1771 more than four-fifths (84 percent) of Essex County 
men age thirty-seven to sixty owned land. Four-fifths of Dedham taxpayers 
owned land in 1735 and 1771, as did seven-tenths of Concord taxpayers in 1749 
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and four-fifths in 1771. Tenancy was equally uncommon in Bedford and Lincoln, 
towns settled in the late seventeenth century by migrants from nearby Concord. 
Just over a quarter of Bedford’s householders leased land in 1747, and the 
proportion dropped to less than a fifth by 1761; a tenth of Lincoln’s householders 
rented in 1760. Nor did tenancy increase. In 1771 seven-tenths of Massachusetts 
village and small-town householders, including artisans and laborers, owned 
land, and few eastern Massachusetts towns, except fishing and whaling ports 
such as Plymouth or Gloucester, had many tenants.!* 

Similarly high levels of landownership could be found in Connecticut, New 
Hampshire, and East New Jersey. Six-sevenths of Connecticut men held land, 
and nine-tenths of those between ages forty and seventy farmed their own 
acreage. New Hampshire colonists faced repeated Indian attacks between the 
1670s and the 1720s; but by 1732, after the colony had been at peace for nearly a 
decade, the population had grown rapidly, and residents of nine older towns 
(all settled in the 1630s) enjoyed nearly universal landownership: nearly eight- 
ninths of the householders owned land. But in the ports of Portsmouth and 
Newcastle only two-thirds of the householders owned land; most held just 
enough for a house lot and a small garden. During the Revolutionary era two- 
thirds of taxed men in East New Jersey owned land, but four-fifths of men over 
age twenty-seven—nearly all the household heads—did. 15 

With opportunities to own land diminishing, young men in northern coastal 
regions learned a trade, worked as town or farm laborers, or went to sea. In 
the small port of Beverly, Massachusetts, the proportion of farmers dropped 
from two-fifths to three-tenths of householders between 1720 and 1800. In the 
nearby farming village of Wenham, it declined from four-fifths to three-fifths 
over the same period. By the 1750s youths infrequently became farmers, as the 
composition of regiments in the Seven Years’ War attests. One-seventh of enlist- 
ees from the three oldest counties in Massachusetts called themselves farmers; 
one-quarter, laborers; and one-half, artisans. In the Plymouth region even 
fewer—one in fourteen—were farmers, but over half were laborers, most on 
farms. Similar patterns could be found in Connecticut, East New Jersey, Dela- 
ware, Long Island, and Pennsylvania. For instance, nearly two-thirds of rural 
Pennsylvania recruits were immigrants, mainly from Britain. Mostly young ex- 
servants, just one in twelve of them had worked as farmers; but a third followed 
a craft, and three-fifths had been laborers.!° 

Plantation sizes in southern Tidewater regions diminished, but farms re- 
mained huge by New England standards. Land sales in Prince George’s and 
Baltimore Counties show that mid-eighteenth-century purchasers refused to 
buy farms under 100 acres, a practice that helped maintain big plantations. 
Planters in mid-eighteenth-century Richmond and Lancaster Counties, Vir- 
ginia (Northern Neck counties whites settled in the mid-seventeenth century), 
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farmed an average of about 150 acres. Plantations in Prince George’s and Balti- 
more Counties reflected this decrease. In 1754 landholders in Baltimore County, 
where some men grew wheat and others tobacco, averaged 190 acres; typical 
plantations in Prince George’s dropped from 260 in 1705 (when the area was on 
the frontier) to 200 acres in 1733 and 1776. At the end of the century, tobacco 
plantations were still large, ranging from 150 to 175 acres on Maryland’s Western 
Shore to 250 in Fairfax County, Virginia, an early-eighteenth-century frontier. 
By 1788 farms in the oldest Virginia Tidewater counties had declined to about 
125 acres, but most tobacco planters still owned viable farms. During the 1780s 
just one in four landowners in sixteen Tidewater counties (ten in Virginia and 
six in Maryland) had fewer than 100 acres, but most of them had abandoned 
tobacco for livestock and grain.” 

Coastal Carolina rice plantations were even larger. Land speculators, thirty- 
five of whom acquired 100,000 acres (an average of 2,850 acres apiece) by 1738, 
controlled much of the land along Cape Fear, on North Carolina’s southeast 
coast. Plantation sizes remained large there long after speculators sold their 
holdings. In rice-growing Brunswick and New Hanover Counties, plantations 
averaged 350 acres in 1780. Landholdings in St. John’s Berkeley Parish, South 
Carolina, in the 1760s averaged over 500 acres, and average plantation sizes 
increased rapidly, reaching 1,000 acres by 1793. Mid-century holdings in other 
Lowcountry parishes ranged from 500 to 1,000 acres.!8 

At first, similarly large plantations could be found in eastern North Carolina. 
Between 1680 and 1729 proprietary land grants, nearly all located in the Albe- 
marle region, averaged nearly 400 acres. Five influential families, who owned 
one-sixth of the patented acres, sold their land to smaller producers, but farm 
sizes remained large. In 1720 typical Perquimans County householders owned 
300 acres. As the population grew and plantation sizes dwindled on the colony’s 
northeast coast, farmers replaced tobacco with corn, wheat, and salted meat, 
products that required less land. In 1735 planters in six counties ringing Albe- 
marle Sound—first settled in the mid-seventeenth century—owned farms that 
ranged between 175 and 250 acres. By the late 1770s typical farms in four of these 
counties had only 75 to 175 acres. Farms in Pasquotank and Camden Counties 
were especially small, compared with most southern plantations: nearly three 
of ten farms had 50 or fewer acres. Somewhat larger plantations could be found 
along the Pamlico and Neuse Sounds, areas colonized in the late seventeenth 
and early eighteenth centuries; during the Revolutionary era, plantations in 
three counties in those coastal regions averaged between 200 and 225 acres.!° 

The land supply in coastal Maryland, Virginia, and North Carolina fell more 
rapidly than plantation size. Instead of dividing their plantations into small 
units, planters bequeathed farms to fewer sons, and big landholders leased 
surplus acres to landless families. During the eighteenth century, land prices 
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doubled and redoubled in Tidewater Maryland. Between the 1750s and 1770s, a 
time of no inflation, land prices multiplied four times—from 10 to 40 shil- 
lings an acre—in Prince George’s and Anne Arundel Counties, Western Shore 
tobacco-growing areas. Prices rose almost as much in Baltimore (a tobacco and 
general farming area) and Talbot (a wheat region) Counties. In Baltimore 
prices rose from 5 to 16 shillings an acre between the 1690s and 1770s; most of 
the increase came between the 1750s and 1770s, when prices doubled. In Talbot 
land prices almost doubled between the 1700s and the 1730s (from 5 to 9 
shillings) and then nearly tripled between the 1730s and 1760s (from 9 to 24 
shillings). Tidewater Virginia land prices rose just as much, reaching perhaps 
40 shillings an acre by the 1780s.”° 

The level of landownership inevitably decreased, exacerbated in Virginia by 
the amount of land (as much as half in older counties) rich men entailed (a 
legal form that required all land be given to one son, in perpetuity), thus 
keeping it off land markets. In Prince George’s County the proportion of land- 
owners among householders declined from two-thirds in 1705 to just under half 
in 1776, a number comparable to five other Maryland counties in 1783. Only 
Somerset County, a poor general farming region where tenants may not have 
been able to pay rent, deviated from this pattern. Just one-third of the house- 
holders rented land there in 1783. A similar pattern could be found in Virginia 
and North Carolina. In 1787 only two-fifths of householders owned land in 
Virginia’s Northern Neck, a region dominated by the Fairfax proprietorship 
where huge quantities of land were entailed, but around two-thirds owned land 
in ten other Tidewater counties. In the early 1780s less than seven-tenths of the 
householders in eastern North Carolina owned land. Because little unimproved 
land remained, landless householders had to rent from neighbors or landlords, 
like the nearly 200 coastal North Carolina and 125 Maryland planters with more 
than 1,000 acres.?! 

A similar pattern developed in the Delaware Valley, an area increasingly 
embedded in commercial agriculture. At first southeastern Pennsylvania and 
West Jersey farms were larger than New England’s but smaller than the South’s. 
During the early eighteenth century thousands of families moved to the area. 
By 1760 more than seven-tenths of the land in the Philadelphia region had been 
taken up. As the population increased and European demand for the region’s 
wheat grew between the 1730s and 1760s, land prices multiplied from 10 to 40 
shillings an acre. As a result, southeastern Pennsylvania farm sizes declined 
from 250 acres (in 1710) to about 125 acres. Farms close to Philadelphia became 
even smaller, dropping from 150 acres in 1710 to under 100 acres by the 1760s. 
The number of households in Marple Township, located at the edge of Phila- 
delphia’s market area, multiplied five times between 1715 and 1774. Not surpris- 
ingly, farm sizes declined. Farms sold averaged 200 acres before 1750 but only 
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100 acres by 1775. Farms advertised for sale in New Jersey (mostly in West 
Jersey) dropped from 300 acres in the early eighteenth century to 200 acres by 
the 1760s. Newspaper sales exaggerated farm sizes, but during the Revolution- 
ary era, farms in all of New Jersey (including small-farm East New Jersey) 
averaged about 100 acres.” 

As the size of Delaware Valley farms dropped, the percentage of men owning 
land declined, especially during the Seven Years’ War, when Indians closed 
frontiers and landless families stayed put. Holders of 20- to 100-acre farms had 
too little to give adult children either a separate holding or money to buy or rent 
land. In 1760 three-quarters of families in Chester County, Pennsylvania, held 
land (most as owners), but the proportion of landowners declined thereafter, to 
69 percent in 1765 and 63 percent in 1775. In Marple Township, in the most 
developed part of the county, the proportion of householders owning land was 
smaller, declining from eight-ninths in the early eighteenth century to a little 
under half in 1760 before increasing again to nearly three-fifths by 1774. Since 
such a high proportion of the county’s land had already been taken up, nearly 
all the remaining householders leased land, sometimes getting their fields from 
nonresident landlords who lived in nearby townships.” 

Most families in older regions eventually owned farms. Tenants rarely con- 
stituted half the farming populace. But tenancy did grow, and it became espe- 
cially important in parts of New York and the Chesapeake colonies dominated 
by proprietary landlords and in the commercial farming areas near Phila- 
delphia. Until older regions became thickly peopled and cheap freeholds dis- 
appeared—in the Tidewater Chesapeake by 1730—60 and in the Hudson River 
Valley and southeastern Pennsylvania by the 1750s—landlords (a few of whom 
owned hundreds of thousands of acres) attracted few tenants. Once freeholders 
had improved most of a region’s land, undeveloped acres where squatters could 
farm disappeared, farm sizes declined so much that fathers could not give sons 
a farm, land prices rose, and tenancies looked more attractive. By the 1770s half 
or more of the household heads in the Hudson River counties dominated by big 
landlords, in parts of southeastern Pennsylvania and southern Maryland, and 
in Virginia’s Northern Neck rented land. 

Developmental leases, where tenants paid a nominal rent and in return 
improved the landlord’s holdings, nearly disappeared from coastal regions. 
Although a few tenants in settled areas of Maryland procured leases for twenty- 
one to ninety-nine years or for lives at low rents, by the 1760s and 1770s a 
majority of Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia tenants could find only one- 
to seven-year leases. They paid a large part of their crops as rent, had to produce 
what the landlord wanted, and often searched for a new farm each year when 
the landlord raised rents. Tiring of low returns, the Calverts sold two-fifths of 
their manorial land between 1766 and 1771, often to the tenants, thereby reduc- 


NEW LANDS, NEW PEOPLES 


134 


ing the number of the province’s inexpensive tenancies. After 1760, responding 
to the declining supply of cheap leased land, Maryland Jesuits bought the rights 
of some tenants when life tenancies expired and turned them into yearly leases 
of 2,500 to 3,000 pounds of tobacco, the output of two to three laborers. Land 
could be rented for less in Anne Arundel County, but even there the annual cost 
of 100-acre farms rose from 450 to 800 pounds of tobacco over the first half of 
the century. One can see a similar pattern in Chester County, where tenants 
leased land for five- to seven-year terms, paying two shillings an acre per year in 
rent, two-thirds the price of an acre of frontier land.”° 

With so much land along the borderlands, why did so many families work as 
tenants in overpopulated regions? During wartime, families postponed mov- 
ing. Even in peacetime, landless families often stayed in older regions. If they 
expected a landed inheritance, sons wanted to stay near home. Fathers, if they 
had enough land, settled married sons or sons-in-law on nearby unimproved 
land they had bought years earlier. A few families expected to save enough as 
tenants to buy land. Others had neither money for travel nor savings to make 
up the income they would lose in their first years along the frontier. Still others, 
especially in commercial agricultural regions, chose to be tenants because they 
figured they would earn more money by leasing good land near markets than 
by owning land isolated from trade centers. 

As long as land remained available, young would-be farmers stayed near 
home. Over a lifetime, nearly all families (four-fifths in one New England 
sample) did move, most for short distances to find work or to marry. In New 
England from 1700 to 1770, two-fifths to three-quarters of marriages were 
between people from the same town, and residents of towns within fifteen miles 
formed nearly all the rest. Migrants born in New England from 1701 to 1740 
moved nearly forty miles over their lifetimes. Most moves covered shorter 
distances, as an analysis of Wrentham, Massachusetts, a farming town twenty- 
five miles south of Boston, shows. Between the late 1750s and 1779, 430 people 
(in 234 households) moved into Wrentham; over half were from towns less than 
ten miles away, and most of the rest came from places less than fifteen miles 
away. Military enlistees, who could have moved with parents as children or as 
young adults searching for work, went no further. At least half and as many as 
nine-tenths of Long Island recruits during the Seven Years’ War enlisted in their 
birth county, and most of the rest hailed from an adjacent county. Between 
three-fourths and nine-tenths of Seven Years’ War enlistees from rural eastern 
Massachusetts stayed in their birth county; four-fifths of Tidewater Virginia’s 
Revolutionary War recruits stayed in their birth county or moved to adjacent 
counties.”® 

Not all migrants formed viable households, much less got land; some settled 
for farm labor. New England swarmed with transients too poor to go to a 
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frontier. Having stayed nowhere for very long, few of them had learned to read, 
which lowered their chances of hearing of jobs elsewhere. In 1770, when Ebe- 
nezer Ware of Wrentham, Massachusetts, hired twenty-one-year-old Amos 
Turner of nearby Walpole, Turner had gone “from place to place for his living... 
for allmost two years past and hath nothing but his hands to get a living.” A 
growing army of vagabonds like Turner tramped the roads. “Under low circum- 
stances” with “veary litel a staite,” they moved from place to place far more often 
than landed families and traveled in a circuit less than ten miles, seeking farm 
labor. During the harvest, when farmers needed workers, they were tolerated; in 
winter, when work was scarce, they were evicted. 

Between the 1730s and the 1760s the number of transient single people and 
families “warned out” of coastal Essex County multiplied 8.5 times, from 200 to 
1,700. Those warned were newcomers to town who had no visible property, and 
the document prevented them from collecting poor relief. Equally divided 
among men and women and often ex-servants, young Essex County transients 
sought domestic service, planting and harvest labor, or work in cities. Rhode 
Island transient heads of household included desperately poor Indians and free 
African Americans; but four-fifths were white, and half of those had families 
with children. Widowed, separated, or abandoned women—two-fifths of them 
with children—headed half the warned families. Whites came from poor fam- 
ilies; a third of the women and two-fifths of the men had been indentured 
servants. Public officials took away many of their children, indenturing them to 
prosperous families at age seven or eight to serve until they were twenty-one or 
twenty-two. Even married couples, such as a third of the Essex migrants, could 
find neither steady work nor a house for themselves and their young children.?” 

Increasing numbers of rural transients wound up in Providence or Boston 
working on the docks, in ships, or in workshops. Twenty-five transients arrived 
annually in Boston in the 1720s and 1730s, 65 in the 1740s, 200 in the mid-1750s. 
By the 1760s and 1770s 300 to 500 strangers—half young and unmarried, the rest 
couples or families—poured into Boston each year; many were desperately 
poor. Some had arranged apprenticeships or wage labor; others lodged with 
family or hoped to get poor relief. Boston attracted transients from a vast 
region. In 1765 just half came from Massachusetts (many were single women 
from adjacent areas); most (especially single men) traveled fifty or more miles. 
Unable to find work, these transients and the urban poor soon left to find farm 
labor.”8 

Poverty took on a different character in the mid-Atlantic colonies and the 
South. Mid-eighteenth-century Delaware Valley cottager families signed annual 
contracts with farmers and agreed to work when needed, getting a cottage and 
garden in return. They rarely stayed more than a year on any farm; rather, they 
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moved in a small circuit to find employment. The number of Chester County 
cottagers tripled between 1750 and 1775, from 6 to 19 percent of householders. 
In the South, slaves performed so much farm labor that sons of small land- 
owners and tenants had fewer chances to find work than those in the North. 
Single men tramped the roads seeking positions in slaveless families or work as 
overseers, but families—unlike those in the North—could find no work. Oth- 
ers, including former servants and “abandoned families,” Father Joseph Mosely 
discovered in a trip to Maryland’s Eastern Shore, lived “without bread” in 
“poverty want and misery.” 

The poor—whether widows or children (the so-called deserving poor) or 
able-bodied youths—fell into dependence. Some of the deserving poor received 
pensions, but increasing numbers were placed under a guardian’s care. This 
system worked well through the early eighteenth century because the number 
of deserving poor remained small. By the 1760s the number of sick and old 
people requiring lifelong pensions had jumped in older regions. Because local 
officials wanted to reduce expenses in the face of growing poverty, poor people 
faced new indignities. Those who boarded with local families not only suffered 
more often from neglect but were driven to work harder by their master. Many 
had to live in a poorhouse or workhouse, an affront former householders 
deemed beneath their dignity. Horrified by the growth of transiency, officials in 
Massachusetts, on Long Island, and in both Chesapeake colonies built poor- 
houses before the Revolution; by 1800 Chester County, Pennsylvania, had fol- 
lowed suit. A few Long Island parishes; Middletown, Connecticut; and perhaps 
Prince George’s County, Maryland, auctioned the poor to the lowest bidder. 
Pennsylvania required those getting aid to wear a badge marked with the letter 
“P? This public humiliation not only separated the poor from their landed 
betters but reminded smallholders that only land stood between them and 
debased poverty.” 

Landed resources became more scarce in coastal areas. In New England and 
(to a lesser extent) the mid-Atlantic colonies, farm sizes often fell below what 
farmers needed for familial subsistence. Most land in the Tidewater Chesapeake 
had been used until it could no longer produce and then was abandoned; in 
some places too little land remained to allow families to grow tobacco. As land 
grew scarce, farm prices multiplied, landownership dropped, and tenancy grew. 
Men postponed marriage, hoping to save enough money to buy land or to get it 
from their fathers. Would-be farmers faced difficult choices: use land more 
intensively and efficiently, become a town artisan, or move to a place with cheap 
land. The first choice was nearly impossible, given the lack of capital in the 
colonies. Most men (except New Englanders) found waged labor even in a craft 
unpalatable. Frontiers beckoned ever greater numbers of families. 
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Conquest of the Borderlands 


Growing scarcity and high land prices near the coast, coupled with plenty of 
cheap land on the frontier, led to massive migration. Before settlers could begin 
farming, however, Indians had to be forced off their lands. By 1720 whites had 
conquered or bought coastal regions and small parts of the piedmont from 
Massachusetts to Carolina. Indians had abandoned other places, such as Vir- 
ginia’s Shenandoah Valley. More than enough widowed acres remained to sat- 
isfy several generations of farmers. Not wanting to face possibly hostile Indians, 
most migrants moved to these places. But Indians controlled northern New En- 
gland, central and western New York, northeastern and western Pennsylvania, 
the Carolina Piedmont and mountains, all of Georgia, and the Ohio country.*! 
As long as fur-bearing animals remained plentiful and colonists had enough 
land nearby, traders and governments worked to keep land in Indian hands. 
New York and Pennsylvania officials protected Indian hunting grounds because 
the beaver and deer skin trades remained a major part of their exports. In the 
early to mid-eighteenth century, Shawnees and Delawares forced from eastern 
Pennsylvania and Mahicans expelled from New York and New England settled 
in the Allegheny and Ohio Valleys, the source of abundant furs. Furs con- 
stituted a quarter of the value of the exports of those two colonies to London in 
the war-torn 1700s; the figure jumped to two-fifths from 1710 to 1749 despite 
intermittent warfare. Only during the Seven Years’ War did the trade dry up, 
plummeting to just one-sixth of the value of London exports from 1754 to 1758. 
Rich fur traders took advantage of their knowledge of Indian territory to scout 
out and buy good farmland (sometimes with trickery) from Indians.*? 
Knowledgeable about European ways from their long contact in the east, 
Indians worked to protect their lands. Indian translators (some of them women 
married to English traders or officials or their children, others Christian con- 
verts) mediated between European and Indian worlds. Few Indians, except 
those involved in the fur trade and a handful of interpreters, became fluent in 
English, though many learned to speak a few words. By mid-century, they dealt 
solely with traders, missionaries, agents, and officials, the only Europeans who 
knew their languages and customs. These Indian and English women and men 
negotiated petty squabbles (hog stealing by Indians, assaults by settlers) and 
prevented a few violent situations from turning into war. In 1744 Skickllamy, for 
instance, averted war when he handed over the murderers of three Pennsylvania 
traders. When settlers, such as Pennsylvanians in the Susquehanna Valley in the 
1720s and 1730s or Georgians in the 1740s, began to demand Indian territories, 
officials abandoned their Indian allies and allocated land to the settlers. When 
Indian cultural mediators lost credibility with settlers (who wished every In- 
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dian dead) and with their own people, vicious warfare resumed, and Indians 
were forced to leave their lands. 

Unlike seventeenth-century farmers, eighteenth-century frontier families 
rarely traded with Indians, much less invited them into their homes. Rules of 
hospitality required settlers to feed and house Indians traveling between Indian 
communities or going to war against Indian enemies; but—fearful of Indians or 
concerned that they would eat vast quantities of food—many refused, and 
others acted with ill grace. The few families who lived in the midst of Indians 
did give drink or tobacco to Indian sojourners. Settlers rarely learned an Indian 
language. As late as the 1740s, a few older Dutch and English Hudson Valley 
inhabitants and an occasional Pennsylvania trader’s wife could converse with 
Indians in their own language; but their children did not have these skills, and 
communication with Indians became increasingly difficult.*4 

Since so few settlers spoke an Indian language, lethal misunderstandings 
regularly occurred. Any appearance of Indians at a settler’s farm caused alarm. 
In the spring of 1728, soon after a band of eleven Shawnee warriors had ap- 
peared in a settlement along the northern Pennsylvania Schuylkill frontier, 
rumors of violence sent settlers scurrying for safety. When word that another 
group of Indians had gone to John Roberts’s farmhouse reached those who 
remained, a four-man posse rushed to the scene. When they arrived, they saw a 
local Delaware family (Tacocolie, his pregnant wife, an older woman, two girls, 
and a boy) well known to neighboring settlers. Believing (incorrectly) that the 
Indians had killed two colonists and unable or unwilling to communicate with 
these unarmed Delawares, the men opened fire, killing the adults and holding 
the others captive.* 

Squatters, land speculators, and government officials fought among them- 
selves to see who could most rapidly buy, steal, or conquer tribal territories. As 
Thomas Pownall (soon to be governor of Massachusetts) lamented in 1755, 
colonists showed “an insatiable thirst after landed possessions.” The British 
understood why settlers intruded on Indian lands. “Many of Your Majesty’s 
ancient colonies,” a 1763 Board of Trade report argued, were “overstocked with 
inhabitants, occasioned partly from an extremely increasing population in 
some... colonies whose boundaries had become too narrow for their numbers, 
but chiefly by the monopoly of lands in the hand of land jobbers [speculators].” 
Even though many settlers might have preferred to stay near home, “the high 
price of land” forced them “to emigrate to the other side of the mountains, 
where they were exposed to the irruptions of the Indians.” 

Indians knew that settlers craved their land but denied that they had a right 
to it. “We have great reason to believe you intend to drive us away and settle the 
country” beyond the Ohio, Delaware leader Pisquetomen told an English nego- 
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tiator in 1759, “or else, why do you come to fight in the land that God has 
given us?” In 1763 Creek leader Yakatastange insisted that his nation loved “our 
Lands” for the “Wood is our Fire, and the Grass is our Bed, and our Physic 
when we are sick.” We are “Masters of all the Land,” he added, and “own no 
Masters but the Master of their Breath.” But, he lamented, “the White People 
intend to stop all their Breaths by their settling all around them.” Other Creeks 
dubbed whites “people greedily grasping after the lands of the red man.” Know- 
ing that colonial leaders would not stop the flow of settlers, Indians dismissed 
with contempt claims that the English would protect their land.*” 

The dispossession of Indians started when squatters trespassed on and cleared 
Indian lands, built cabins, and began to hunt and farm. Squatters occupied 
Indian territory illegally in Virginia's Piedmont in the 1710s, Pennsylvania’s 
Susquehanna Valley in the 1730s and other Iroquois land in the 1740s, and 
western Massachusetts, western Pennsylvania, and the Carolina and Georgia 
upcountry in the 1760s. On occasion squatters overwhelmed small Indian popu- 
lations. In 1773, 3,000 people lived illegally on Georgia Indian lands; at the same 
time, 5,000 families farmed without clear title on Indian land in western Penn- 
sylvania, West Virginia, and Kentucky. To keep peace with friendly Indians, local 
officials on rare occasions forced squatters to leave; but trespassers received little 
punishment, and many returned as soon as the sheriff and his men left. In the 
early 1750s a Cumberland County, Pennsylvania, posse led by justice and Indian 
agent George Croghan evicted sixty families from land near the Blue Mountains. 
But after giving bond to guarantee their removal, the squatters kept their goods 
and got money to resettle. 

Despite the danger of Indian attack, squatters moved to Indian country in 
wartime. As soon as the English captured Fort Pitt in 1760, squatters made 
farms nearby. Frustrated by their behavior, commander Henry Bouquet tried 
unsuccessfully to evict them, sending troops to disperse them and burn their 
houses and crops. “For two years past,’ he complained in 1762, “these Lands 
have been over run by . . . Vagabonds, who under pretense of hunting were 
Making Settlements.” His efforts notwithstanding, “they still in a less degree, 
Continue the same practices,” angering local Indians. Settlers so often made 
farms on Indian land that in 1763 the British government ordered trespassers 
“to remove themselves from such settlements,” a command families such as the 
settlers on southwest Virginia’s New River utterly ignored.** 

Farmers and their leaders sought to legalize this thievery. Despite govern- 
ment prohibitions, land speculators and squatters often bought land from 
Indians, hoping to extinguish Indian title and gain secure rights to acres they 
farmed or hoped to sell. For instance, “Every Settler” living on the Philipse 
Highland (in the northern Hudson River Valley) in 1767 “purchased his own 
particular Farm from the Indians.” In this case, New York officials recognized 
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the title they gave to great landlords for the same lands. Traders and officials 
who negotiated with Indians scouted out the best land and often pressured 
their allies to give up vast tracks. Indian trader George Croghan bought 200,000 
acres near Fort Pitt from the Iroquois in 1749; in 1773 he added 1.5 million acres 
in the same region. Settlers and speculators so often bought land from Indians 
that the Proclamation of 1763 prohibited any “private person . . . to make any 
purchase from . . . Indians of any lands reserved to them.” But colonists—such 
as the settlers on Watauga Creek, east Tennessee, who bought land from the 
Cherokees in the early 1770s—ignored this ban. In other cases colonial govern- 
ments bought land from Indians. In 1724 the Massachusetts Assembly pur- 
chased large tracts from the few Mahicans left in western Massachusetts; the 
first white farmers arrived the next year. Between 1759 and 1762 whites en- 
croached on the lands Mahicans still owned and refused to pay them for it. The 
court granted much of this land to whites; by the late 1760s Mahicans indebted 
to whites had deeded over the rest.*° 

At the same time that the first squatters arrived (and at times even earlier), 
colonial governments brazenly encouraged speculators to buy thousands of 
acres of Indian land. Such sales were often confirmed by treaties. Between 1715 
and 1773 Indians from New England to Georgia signed at least thirty-eight 
treaties ceding land to colonial governments. They signed sixteen of them 
between 1763 and 1773, after the British had thrown the French out of North 
America. Indians in New York, Pennsylvania, Carolina, and Georgia were most 
often forced to give up their lands. Sometimes whites tricked them into surren- 
dering their lands; sometimes they gave away the lands of other Indian nations. 
In an infamous example, in 1737 William Penn’s sons, heavily in debt, used 
bogus deeds Indians had supposedly signed decades earlier to justify the “walk- 
ing purchase” that forced Indians out of northeastern Pennsylvania lands the 
Penns had already given to speculators. In an equally fraudulent land grab, in 
1754 Pennsylvania diplomats signed a deed for the Wyoming Valley in north- 
eastern Pennsylvania and much of western Pennsylvania with Mohawks and 
Tuscaroras, who had no rights to the land. After the Iroquois gave away part of 
the Ohio Valley in 1768, Shawnees and Delawares living there protested and 
eventually went to war. Even fair treaties, such as those negotiated by Indians 
and the British in 1765—68 to set a border between their lands, left Indians 
dissatisfied. Whether colonies stole or paid for their land, the Onondaga (Iro- 
quois) council complained in 1756, “they would lose their Lands[,] & the con- 
sideration they got, was soon spent, altho’ the Lands remained” under settler 
control.” 

Violence permeated the western borderlands. Indians going to war against 
their native enemies passed through frontier settlements, demanding food and 
committing, as the Virginia Council noted in 1736, “frequent Outrages,” includ- 
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ing killing several settlers. Seeking to control the land that speculators and 
settlers had seized, Indians on occasion raided outlying farms in northern New 
England, western Pennsylvania, the Carolinas, and the Ohio country, taking 
food and farm goods from poor newcomers and killing a few of them. In turn, 
traders stole Indian goods; in one instance in the Carolinas they took 330 skins. 
Amid so much violence, everyone believed rumors of war. Rumors that Indians 
or settlers were about to go to war to kill one another passed rapidly from 
trader to Indian or trader to pioneer family, kept relations between Indians and 
interlopers tense, and on occasion led to a panic, such as one that struck South 
Carolina in 1751.4! 

Indians and their French allies went to war against the borderlands between 
1702 and 1717, 1744 and 1748, and 1754 and 1763. War usually began when colo- 
nists intruded too forcibly on Indian lands or murdered Indian families. Indians 
forced farm families to flee or huddle in the nearest fort, from which they might 
venture out—with armed guards—to till crops. Few places suffered as much as 
the Connecticut River town of Deerfield, Massachusetts. Destroyed by Indians 
during King Philip’s War, the village was pillaged again in 1704, when the French 
and Indians invaded, killing 44 residents, and taking 109 prisoners—two-fifths 
of the village’s people. Both times the town had to be rebuilt. Even after the 
frontier receded, the town feared invasion. Indians and French attacked an 
outlying family in 1746; in 1766 Indians assaulted nearby Greenfield. Deerfield 
was not alone. Any family living near Indian land faced danger. In the 1710s the 
Tuscaroras, Creeks, and Yamasees attacked outlying Carolina settlements (some 
on Charleston’s outskirts). Forty years later Indians raided frontier farms on the 
Little Saluda River, in the South Carolina Piedmont, killing at least one family. 
Nor did attacks on the northern frontier cease. In 1723 Micmacs attacked iso- 
lated settlements in Maine, killing farmers in their fields. In 1724 Indians in- 
vaded the northwest Connecticut town of Litchfield. In 1745 they raided the 
northern outpost of Saratoga, New York, killing or capturing a hundred people 
and sending the remaining farmers scurrying to Albany or New York City. The 
next year Indians renewed attacks on Maine and New Hampshire.” 

The years from 1755 to 1758 were especially violent. After Indians and their 
French allies defeated Edward Braddock in 1755, Indians launched attacks all 
over the backcountry, from Pennsylvania to Carolina. Seeing how close settlers 
had come to their hunting grounds, Ohio Valley Shawnees and Delawares 
sought to push settlement back toward the coast. They devastated the Sus- 
quehanna and Delaware frontiers, an area 50-100 miles wide, burning barns 
and houses; killing or driving away livestock; stealing horses, food, and fire- 
arms; killing and scalping settlers and orphaning many children; and taking the 
remaining women and children prisoners. Indians marauded over the Virginia 
frontier, where they “captivate[d] and butcher[ed] our out-settlers and have 
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drove great numbers of them into the thicker inhabited parts.” Indians burned 
farms and scalped settlers in long-settled areas such as Winchester town and 
Frederick County, Virginia, and in the Shenandoah Valley and northern Lan- 
caster, Northampton, Bucks, and Berks County settlements, some only fifty 
miles north of Philadelphia.* 

Western Indians disrupted frontier settlement. Between 1754 and 1758 they 
killed 1,500 settlers and 500 soldiers and captured 1,000 more—3 percent of the 
region’s prewar population. Indian raids (and rumors of raids) led settlers to 
abandon the war zone, from the Delaware to the Roanoke Rivers, an area 400 
miles long and 50-100 miles wide. Half of Frederick County’s residents left and 
sought protection in nearby forts; nearly every settler left Hampshire County, 
West Virginia, and Cumberland County, Pennsylvania (on the Susquehanna 
frontier), as did half the settlers in Augusta County, in the southern Shenan- 
doah. Rumors of Indian attack sent “all the People” west of Carlisle to the safety 
of the town or nearby forts and other frontier residents to camps outside 
Lancaster and York. “Confusion and Disorder” reigned in Augusta County. 
“Mothers with [a] train of helpless Children at their heels straggl[ed] through 
woods & mountain to escape the fury of those merciless savages.” Once they 
reached the nearest forts, they lived in squalid refugee camps. George Wash- 
ington reported that “Men, Women, and Children who had lately lived in great 
Affluence and Plenty [were] reduced to the most extreme Poverty and Distress,” 
lacking food and clothing.“ 

Violence continued through the early 1760s. In 1760, after South Carolina 
went to bloody war against them, the Cherokees retaliated, killing many back- 
woods families and sending the rest scurrying to Charleston. After the English 
threw the French out of Canada in 1763, Indians—incensed at intrusions on 
their lands—went to war twice, attacking forts that regulated trade and pro- 
tected settlers, occasionally striking small settlements. The Delaware prophet 
Neolin urged Indians everywhere to forgo European trade goods and alcohol 
and to seize hunting territories rightfully theirs. Responding to this message, in 
1763 Ottawas, Shawnees, Delawares, Iroquois, Hurons, and other nations led by 
Ottawa chief Pontiac attacked farmers in western Pennsylvania, the upper Sus- 
quehanna, Maryland, Virginia, and West Virginia, killing or capturing as many 
as 2,000, again forcing refugees to huddle in Carlisle. In Greenbrier (on West 
Virginia’s Kanawha River) seventy Shawnees massacred about fifty people who 
had invited them to dine. The violence continued in the 1770s. In 1774 Shawnees 
and Mingoes, angered at the cold-blooded murder of peaceable Indians by 
settlers, attacked surveyors laying claim to their lands and raided farms in the 
Greenbrier region, southwestern Virginia, and western Pennsylvania, killing or 
capturing colonists, burning farms, taking cattle and slaves, and sending fam- 
ilies fleeing to the nearest forts or east of the mountains. About the same time 
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Creeks, dissatisfied with the latest treaty with Georgia, attacked outlying farms 
north of Augusta.4° 

Warfare had little long-term impact on western settlement. With their greater 
numbers and their southern Indian allies, the English defeated all enemy In- 
dians. In retaliation for raids, settlers in Paxton, Pennsylvania, slaughtered 
twenty friendly Indians. Facing such massive retribution, Indians sued for 
peace, each time losing land. Refugees rapidly returned to the farms they had 
abandoned. Settlers rushed to repopulate western Pennsylvania and Virginia, 
even as the war continued on other fronts and local Indians still threatened 
violence. Land speculators and land companies lobbied for hundreds of thou- 
sands of acres, even during wartime. Between 1766 and 1775 land theft and sales 
and treaties (some cemented with alcohol and bribes to Indian signers) opened 
thousands of square miles to settlers, pushing borderlands south to Florida and 
west of the Appalachians. Treaties negotiated with the Cherokees and in Georgia 
document the pattern. Between 1721 and 1768 Cherokees ceded 12,100 square 
miles, more than two-thirds of it in 1755, but between 1770 and 1775 they were 
forced to relinquish 48,200 square miles (some of it controlled by other na- 
tions), four times as much as in the preceding half-century. In 1733 Indians 
ceded 1,800 square miles to Georgia, and by the mid-1750s they had added 
another 500 square miles, more than enough for Georgia’s few colonists. In 1766 
and 1773 Georgia Indians ceded another 8,600 square miles, multiplying the size 
of the colony nearly fivefold. 

Although reviled by land-hungry speculators and settlers, the Proclamation 
of 1763 illuminated the continentwide extent of the change. English authorities 
hoped the line—located at the crest of the Appalachians—would separate colo- 
nist from Indian. The proclamation granted colonists the right to farm east of 
the “heads or sources of any of the rivers which fall into the Atlantic Ocean,” a 
vast area including northern New England, central Pennsylvania, Piedmont 
Carolina, and half of Georgia. In 1720 few whites lived in these areas; even in 
1770, far northern New England, the western Carolinas, and interior Georgia 
contained few whites. But these lands proved insufficient, and the Proclamation 
became a dead letter. Hundreds of white farmers poured into the Ohio country 
and squatted on Indian land. Fearing an Indian war, English authorities denied 
speculators title to trans-Appalachian land—but at the same time they failed to 
send an army to expel the squatters. In 1768 colonial authorities negotiated a 
line farther west that included West Virginia, Kentucky, and the Pittsburgh 
region—places west of the mountains where a few tiny colonies of white settlers 
had located. Indians had reason to be concerned. They regularly hunted these 
areas. New York lands occupied by the Iroquois (and by the thousands of 
Indian refugees who moved there) and South Carolina and Georgia Cherokee 
lands lay precariously close to the newly negotiated border.*” 
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Moving to the Empty Land 


Once Indians had been forced from their homes, farmers reoccupied the land. 
Even without hostile Indians, the trip to a new home was hazardous and 
expensive. Heat, rain, or ice often made roads and streams impassable; with so 
few inhabitants, settler or Indian, food was difficult to find. Travelers went by 
foot on narrow Indian paths or rode carts down newly made wagon roads. But 
horses needed scarce fodder and often turned lame. When swamps and bogs 
intervened, migrants built canoes to travel swiftly on narrow streams, but such 
vehicles could carry few of the goods they needed on their new farms.** 

Only families with assets, moreover, could afford to move long distances. 
Frontier migration required money for lodging, a wagon, livestock, and farm 
tools as well as food to feed the family until the first crop came in. Nor could 
pioneers afford to survey, patent, or buy land until they cleared it and harvested 
marketable crops, a process that took several years. A family who moved to 
unsettled Southside Virginia at mid-century spent £24 sterling to travel and buy 
land, livestock, and food for a year. Frontier landlords or New York or Mary- 
land entrepreneurs sometimes recruited migrants, whose costs were thereby 
lowered. To reduce expenses, some migrants to western Pennsylvania went 
“over the mountains in the spring, leaving their families behind to raise a crop 
of corn, and then return[ed] to bring them out in the fall.’ Meanwhile, the 
husband built a cabin and cleared land but—lacking money from the sale of the 
home place—could only squat on the land. Young couples with small families 
moved together, but since they had only enough money to get to the frontier, 
they squatted on land and rarely achieved success. The proportion of families 
among transients in frontier Hampshire County, Massachusetts, rose from 
under one-half to over two-thirds between 1739—43 and 1770-74.” 

When prices were good, propertied families risked the peril of moving to a 
frontier; during depressions or wars, they stayed put or moved short distances. 
Boundary disputes (like that between Maryland and Pennsylvania) and the 
perceived Indian menace, moreover, kept settlers from Maryland and Virginia 
mountain valleys until mid-century. Just a third of one sample of men born in 
Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and Virginia between 1680 and 1719 migrated over 
long distances, and they traveled only sixty miles on average. 

Early-eighteenth-century American farmers nonetheless did populate large 
frontier areas. They moved from eastern New England to southern New Hamp- 
shire and central and western Massachusetts. They migrated north along the 
Hudson River and moved from Maryland’s Eastern Shore or the Delaware 
Valley toward the Susquehanna River or to southeastern New Jersey. Some 
repeopled the eastern piedmont Chesapeake, and others went inland from the 
Carolina coast. Scot and German immigrants landed at Philadelphia but, seek- 
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Map 4. European Population in Mainland British North America, ca. 1770 
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ing cheaper land, moved south to the Shenandoah Valley or northwestern 
North Carolina. In 1751, when Joshua Fry mapped western Virginia, he dis- 
covered that “the Country is not only well peopled as far westward as the Blue 
Ridge of Mountains, but beyond it even to the Allegheny Ridge.” Few people 
had reached southwest Virginia, and only “about one Hundred Families” lived 
west of the mountains in present-day West Virginia. The colonization of coastal 
Georgia had begun, at first by European immigrants but later by Carolina 
migrants.” (See Map 4.) 

Mid-eighteenth-century wars reduced migration and kept many immigrants 
in Pennsylvania for decades. But pent-up demand for land exploded during the 
1760s and especially the 1770s, when the size of the settled part of the backcoun- 
try nearly tripled, from 17,000 to 49,000 square miles. Half the men born 
between 1720 and 1739 and two-thirds born between 1740 and 1759 migrated 
(mostly between 1740 and 1780) in the sample cited above; they usually traveled 
100 to 250 miles. Families ventured to the rich agricultural piedmont and 
valleys between the Blue Ridge and Appalachian Mountains—northern New 
England, the upper Hudson and Mohawk Valleys, central and western Pennsyl- 
vania, the southern piedmont, the Shenandoah Valley, and Georgia. 

Migrants followed a north-south axis, splitting into two regional patterns. 
People born in New York and New England moved north or northeast, up the 
Connecticut and Hudson Rivers, to Maine, central New Hampshire, southern 
and central Vermont, western Massachusetts, and northeast New York; they 
also went south into northern New Jersey and northeast Pennsylvania. Others, 
like the Ulster Irish who settled in Londonderry, New Hampshire, later moved 
west to the Mohawk Valley. Moves of over 100 miles were more common in 
colonies from Pennsylvania south. Although some families moved north into 
western Pennsylvania, most went southwest, from eastern Pennsylvania and the 
Susquehanna Valley to western Pennsylvania and from Pennsylvania and the 
Tidewater Chesapeake to piedmont and mountain districts extending from 
Maryland to South Carolina. Native-born migrants moved from coastal Vir- 
ginia or Carolina inland to the piedmont upcountry or (less often) to inland 
Georgia or the mountain valleys. German, Scot, and Irish immigrants as well as 
families from coastal areas played a role in this migration. Immigrants went 
from Philadelphia to the Susquehanna River, then turned southwest on the 
Great Wagon Road that went through the mountain valleys from Maryland to 
Augusta; others moved west after landing in Charleston.*! 

By 1775 about 380,000 Europeans and their descendants—70,000 families— 
had repopulated northern New England, central Pennsylvania, the Maryland 
and Virginia Piedmont and mountain areas, and the Piedmont Carolinas, more 
than lived in all the mainland colonies in 1710. The adults among them had 
come from Britain, Germany, or more settled areas between 1750 and 1775. 
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Having made farms and gained land titles, they created communities strong 
enough to attract more settlers and to withstand Indian warfare. 

Small enclaves of no more than a hundred white families could be found in 
East Florida or west of the mountains in Pennsylvania, Virginia, Kentucky, 
Illinois, Tennessee, and the Mississippi country. In 1775 this vast region con- 
tained about 35,000 whites, half of whom lived in western Pennsylvania. The 
rest lived precariously, threatened by Indians or the environment. The few 
people who migrated to East Florida, for instance, faced pestilence, high hu- 
midity, and heavy mortality. Three hundred settlers in Kentucky could barely 
feed themselves, much less defend their holdings against hostile Indians.** 

As lands filled up, frontiers receded westward, population pressures reap- 
peared, and poor families took to the roads. Those with assets left for nearby 
frontiers or—less often—moved farther west. The few English residents of Lan- 
caster, Pennsylvania, an early-eighteenth-century frontier, for instance, left later 
in the century for newer frontiers. Their places were taken by German and 
Scots-Irish immigrants attracted by improved farms. Between the 1760s and the 
1780s, after Pennsylvania's upper Susquehanna frontier had been repeopled, 
local Germans and Scots-Irish moved eastward, across the Delaware River and 
into northwestern New Jersey, one of the last frontiers near the coast.” 

A similar pattern could be found in Virginia. The first white (and slave) 
residents came to Southside (a piedmont area south of the James) in the 1740s 
from Piedmont counties north of the river. By the 1760s the region had at- 
tracted families from depleted Tidewater lands as well as from Piedmont coun- 
ties settled earlier in the century. Some initial settlers of Virginia’s northern 
Shenandoah Valley—immigrants and planters—moved west from the nearby 
Northern Neck during the late 1730s, then left for newer frontiers, first in the 
southern valley, then (by the 1770s) in western Carolina and Kentucky. But most 
of the first white farmers in the Shenandoah, Virginia’s Governor William 
Gooch reported in 1734, were “Germans and Swissers lately come into Pen- 
silvania, where being disappointed of the quantity of land they expected ... 
have chosen to fix their habitation in this unsettled part of Virginia.” The first 
residents of the New River frontier, in southwest Virginia—northwest North 
Carolina, had arrived in Pennsylvania, gone to the northern Shenandoah, and 
then moved to New River. During the mid-eighteenth century immigrants and 
Delaware and Pennsylvania Welsh mingled with Lowcountry planters in the 
South Carolina backcountry, an area located at first just fifty miles from the 
coast but later in the Piedmont.*4 

A farmer’s decision to migrate was driven by increased land prices in older 
areas and cheap frontier land. Nathan Birdsey of Stratford, Connecticut, faced a 
predicament common to New Englanders. He believed it “better to bring my 
Boys up to Husbandry than to put em out to Trades; but not having Land 
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Sufficient for Farms for em all,” he proposed to “Sell some out-Pieces of Land, 
& purchase Some . . . in new Towns where Land is good & cheap & ye Title 
uncontroverted.” New England farmers like Birdsey moved to re-create small 
farms. As the quantity of unfarmed land in Wenham declined, partible inheri- 
tance diminished among men who left wills, and authorities often refused to 
divide land of intestates, preferring to give it to one son but requiring him to 
pay portions to his siblings. Unfavored sons accumulated little capital but often 
moved to northern frontiers or nearby towns, hoping to use their cash inheri- 
tance to buy land. Similarly, rising demand for tobacco and a growing popula- 
tion drove up land prices in Tidewater counties, impelling poorer but landed 
planters to move to the Piedmont.” 

Social constraints against migration among landed families was strong. Nei- 
ther men expecting inheritances nor women fearing loss of neighborhood 
sociability went willingly to a wilderness full of hostile Indians, pestilence, and 
death. Edward Butler, a 1784 Virginia migrant to backcountry Georgia captured 
this aversion: “New Georgia is a pleasant place,” he wrote, “If we could but 
enjoye it / Indians & Rogues they are so great, / They have almost destroyed it.” 
Those who wanted land “may buy aplenty” but “let your purse be Ere so full, / 
you may soon have it Emty.” After they arrived, pioneers lost crops to weevils 
and cattle to blood-sucking flies and “musqueators.” 

Thousands of landed families did go to frontiers. Their decision depended 
on the father’s age, the number of children at home, opportunities at home or 
on the frontier, and previous moves by family, friends, or neighbors. Adoles- 
cents who left home to work on farms or oversee slaves rarely went far. Men 
moved long distances in their mid-twenties after getting marriage portions or 
after their fathers died. Recently married, they took wives but few children with 
them. Long-distance migration slowed once men reached their forties, except 
for the few who moved with grown children.*® 

Frontier migrants usually moved as members of households, not as part of a 
kin group or community. Unmarried men sometimes moved alone, and occa- 
sionally adult siblings or a widow or widower and adult children traveled 
together. Frontier families could thus rely on few kindred for support imme- 
diately after arrival at a new location. Communal chain migration might have 
been more common. After early migrants got land, neighbors (often kin of 
early arrivals) joined them. Quakers who moved from Pennsylvania to Virginia 
and North Carolina had communal support for migration from their meetings, 
and on occasion, other settlers moved in groups. Families from Andover, Mas- 
sachusetts, founded communities in Windham County, Connecticut, in the 
early eighteenth century and later moved to a cluster of towns in New Hamp- 
shire and western Massachusetts. Early residents of Bennington, Vermont, and 
other Green Mountain villages came from just one or two towns. Similar chain 
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migration can be seen in migration by planters from Tidewater to Piedmont 
Virginia and migration (often by immigrants) from Pennsylvania to the moun- 
tain regions of Virginia and North Carolina. Members of several Pennsylvania 
Presbyterian churches, for instance, founded daughter churches in the Shenan- 
doah Valley.°” 


Making a Home in the Hills and Valleys: 
Colonizing the Borderlands 


Migrants expected to own frontier land, which seemed free for the taking, as 
soon as they arrived. Abundant frontier land, Benjamin Franklin argued, al- 
lowed an ambitious New England farmer “in a short time” to “save money 
enough to purchase . . . new land sufficient for a Plantation.” Andrew Burnaby, 
who visited the colonies in 1759—60, echoed Franklin. “Not a tenth of Virginia’s 
land is yet cultivated,” he discovered; from this land “every person may with 
ease procure a small Plantation.” A decade later New York governor Henry 
Moore believed that “every one can have Land to work upon” and lamented 
that servants “quit their masters” as soon as they completed their terms “and 
get a small tract of Land,” thereby raising the price of labor. North Carolina’s 
Governor William Tryon related in 1761 that the industrious “poorer Settlers... 
sat themselves down in the back Counties where the land is best,” but after 
getting land, they had “not more than a sufficiency to erect a Log House for 
their families and procure a few Tools to get a little Corn in the ground.” During 
the Seven Years’ War an English officer, amazed at the “levelling principle” in 
Massachusetts, observed that “everybody has property, & everybody knows it.” 
David Ramsay summarized the link between abundant land and universal 
landownership. “In consequence of the vast extent of vacant country,” he wrote 
in 1789, “every colonist was, or easily might be, a freeholder.”** 

This section describes this process of land acquisition in the vast backcoun- 
try that stretched from Maine to Georgia. We will detail differences in land 
prices, land taxes, and the behavior of land sellers in different places. It is easy to 
get lost in these details. But the process and especially the result—widespread 
landownership—was the same almost everywhere. Early settlers were often 
squatters who could not afford to stay, but those who arrived later with kindred 
or capital thrived. A substantial majority of pioneers bought land on easy terms 
from proprietors or land speculators. Once a critical mass of farmers arrived, 
they began getting land on their own, and the importance of land speculators 
diminished. The only exception could be found in places—such as New York’s 
Hudson and Mohawk River frontiers—where big landholders insisted on leas- 
ing rather than selling land. In these locations, tenancy gradually grew. 

Frontier land was hardly free, even if we discount the high costs of travel and 
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starting a farm. Imperial and colonial land policies were profoundly ambig- 
uous. Officials wanted to populate frontiers rapidly, yet they sought tax revenue 
from newly seated land and indulged in orgies of land speculation that threat- 
ened to retard settlement. As early as the 1710s and especially between 1730 and 
1745, governors and London policy makers promoted rapid repeopling of the 
borderlands because they wanted to create a buffer zone, running from Nova 
Scotia to the Carolinas, to protect settled areas from the French, Spanish, and 
Indians, who controlled most land west of the Appalachians. To that end, they 
recruited groups of foreign Protestants, mostly small farmers, gave them large 
tracts of land, and forgave taxes if they would make farms. But colony and 
crown expected to gain income from the land and urged governors to assidu- 
ously collect quitrents and land taxes. Governors, moreover, worked to build 
their own fortunes (and those of their class) by granting large estates, thou- 
sands of acres in size, to themselves and their favorites.°° 

Proprietors or the crown often granted free land to settlers singly or in 
groups. The Masonian proprietors of eighteenth-century New Hampshire, who 
held the southern part of the province, granted town charters to groups con- 
tingent on their improving the land. Rather than charge quitrents, the proprie- 
tors remained content to enjoy the capital gains they made on a small part of 
the grant they reserved for themselves. Although settlers in the Granville pro- 
prietary (most of North Carolina’s northern Piedmont) complained bitterly 
during the 1750s that land agents charged high survey fees and neglected for 
years to register their grants, agents did disburse 3 million acres between 1748 
and 1763 (half between 1760 and 1762) to 5,000 settlers, in return for a small 
quitrent. South Carolina’s royal government not only continued to grant head- 
rights (50 acres per immigrating household member) but during the 1730s 
and 1740s gave away 100-acre parcels to individual Protestant immigrants and 
20,000-acre tracts to labor recruiters who founded townships. The leaders then 
redistributed the land to immigrants. During the 1730s and 1740s the trustees of 
the new Georgia colony gave 50-acre plots to the poor they transported and 50- 
acre headrights to each free immigrant (or migrant from Carolina) and each 
servant he brought over, to a maximum of 500 acres; indentured servants got 20 
acres. After the crown took over the colony in 1753, the size of headrights 
increased to 100 acres for the head of household and 50 acres for each depen- 
dent and servant. The governor, at his discretion, could sell individuals 1,000 
acres for 0.1 shilling per acre. Finally, a settler in West Florida in the late 1760s 
and early 1770s could claim headrights and land purchases identical to those of 
South Carolina. 

Virginia continued the headright system but also sold the right to seat 50 
acres of land for 5 shillings sterling, allowing native-born small planters easy 
access to land while encouraging speculators to buy rights to large tracts. Seek- 
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ing to protect the colony’s borders and reward his political favorites, Governor 
Alexander Spotswood gave away many huge tracts (of over 1,000 acres) in the 
Piedmont. During the 1720s and 1730s Virginia governors gave away 385,000 
acres of land in the Shenandoah Valley, nearly all to well placed Ulster-Irish and 
German immigrants living in Pennsylvania. Unlike the earlier (and later) fa- 
vored speculators, these men had no intimate ties to prominent Virginia gentry 
who served as governor or councillor. But they did recruit compatriots and 
granted them land patents; in turn, they populated the valley with sufficient 
density to permit the formation of new counties, which could establish militias 
and protect the region from Indian and French incursions.°! 

Quitrents on land, charged by the crown in royal colonies outside New 
England and by proprietors elsewhere, rarely retarded settlement or prevented 
migrants from getting land. To encourage migration to insecure borderlands, 
Virginia governors, Maryland proprietors, and Georgia trustees canceled quit- 
rents for as long as ten years after initial occupation. Since proprietors (the 
Lords Baltimore in Maryland or the Penns in Pennsylvania) relied on quitrents 
for much of their income, they retained only a small part of their holdings, 
preferring to sell or grant the land. The greater the quantity of frontier or 
Indian land that came into possession of owners, the higher the proprietors’ or 
crown’s potential income. But collection was difficult. In West Jersey proprie- 
tors abandoned hope of collecting quitrents and sought merely to sell their 
lands. In New Hampshire and East Jersey settlers denied the sovereign rights of 
proprietors and prevented any collection of quitrents. In royal North Carolina 
and South Carolina, wrangling between governor, assembly, and British au- 
thorities prevented collection. In the 1.2-million-acre Selwyn-McCulloh pro- 
prietary in backcountry North Carolina, attempts to collect delinquent quit- 
rents led to rioting in 1765 and surrender of the grant in 1767.” 

Even when proprietor or king gave away land, procuring frontier acres (not 
to mention making a farm) required money. Colonists had to bear the costs of 
surveying, patenting, and improving free or cheap land. In Virginia surveying 
and patenting more than doubled the cost of land, and improvements cost 3 
shillings an acre. In the mid-1750s planters who wanted to avoid taxes and 
added expenses did not patent a million acres of surveyed land east of the 
mountains. Although European immigrants to South Carolina frontiers got 
land without surveying or patenting costs, other migrants had to pay £5 in 
fees per 100 acres. All would-be South Carolina landowners had to travel to 
Charleston to register their grant, an expensive burden for those who lived in 
remote places. 

Settlers sometimes had to pay for the land itself. Between 1738 and the Revo- 
lution, the Lords Baltimore sold vacant land—nearly all west of the mountains 
in Frederick County or in isolated parts of Baltimore County—for £5 sterling 
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per hundred acres, about half the cost of buying unimproved land from spec- 
ulators in Piedmont Virginia. The Penns sold land for similarly low prices on 
the Pennsylvania frontier: 1.4 shillings sterling per acre between 1719 and 1731; 
1.9 between 1732 and 1764; and 0.6 from 1765 to the Revolution—years of rapid 
growth of the frontier population. Even if land had been entirely free, the poor 
could hardly have afforded to move to the frontier, but the sons of landed 
farmers and anyone else with access to some capital could meet these costs. 

Nearly everywhere migrants went, colonial officials had granted hundreds of 
thousands of acres to speculators, rich landlords, or big land companies. Al- 
though farmers refused to go to such lands if they were distant from settlements 
and markets, speculators did influence the pace of frontier land acquisition. 
Speculators who improved land, offered cheap leases or parcels for sale at good 
prices, or lent money to farmers stimulated rapid settlement. Most frontier 
tenants negotiated developmental leases. They paid low rents, often a tiny part 
of their crops, and in return landlords required them to clear brush and forests, 
build houses and barns, and plant crops and orchards. With low rents they 
could save money from selling surplus crops to buy land. But when landlords 
demanded high rents or speculators charged high land prices, they retarded 
settlement and encouraged those who did come to live as squatters. Eventually 
borderlands receded westward, and lands controlled by men farmers believed 
venal stood in the path of migration. Migrants, impoverished by the cost of 
moving, squatted on speculators’ lands and refused either to rent or buy. 

During the pre-Revolutionary decades colonies granted millions of acres to 
land companies organized by rich gentlemen. Located in Indian territory hun- 
dreds of miles from settled areas, their lands had little immediate potential. 
Investors hoped to reap a bonanza after Indians had been forced out and 
easterners poured in. If the companies made their claims stick, potential settlers 
would have little choice but to buy land from them. By the mid-1770s the Ohio, 
Wabash, Indiana, Vandalia, Transylvania, and Illinois Companies had sought 
grants and had purchased from Indians the southern third of Illinois and 
Indiana, northern Tennessee, and nearly all of Kentucky and West Virginia. The 
Proclamation of 1763 not only prevented the companies from selling land, but 
the few pioneers who made homes in their territories had neither the money 
nor the inclination to pay. Despite these failures, company activities influenced 
western settlement by publicizing and sometimes sponsoring exploration. The 
Ohio Company surveyed some Kentucky land and explored the Ohio coun- 
try in the 1750s. The Transylvania Company later sponsored Daniel Boone’s 
settlement.* 

Although neither large manors nor rich speculators dominated the New 
England frontier, except in parts of Maine and Vermont, communal land dis- 
tribution and inexpensive grants to proprietors disappeared. Great proprietors 
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enticed hundreds of families (many of them immigrants) to come to the mid- 
Maine frontier. But because several groups claimed the same land, the new- 
comers failed to gain control over it. Governors in both New Hampshire and 
New York granted vast estates in present-day Vermont, mostly to kindred and 
favorites. Vermont pioneers such as Ethan Allen, who had paid small sums to 
New Hampshire for town sites, accepted New Hampshire sovereignty and re- 
fused to buy land from or pay rents to the speculators New York authorities had 
given the same acres. New England governments granted new towns to proprie- 
tors; but eighteenth-century proprietors, unlike their predecessors, represented 
only a small majority (seven-tenths in Kent, Connecticut, in 1739) of town 
families, and absentee speculators sometimes controlled most of a town’s lands. 
Strapped for new sources of income, Connecticut and Massachusetts auctioned 
vast quantities of frontier land. Absentee proprietors often resold their rights 
to other speculators or to potential settlers. Resident proprietors divided the 
land, much like their seventeenth-century predecessors; after land distribu- 
tions, nonproprietors often bought land from the proprietors or exchanged 
parcels among themselves.® 

Proprietors or the crown sold land cheaply or gave it away to favorites so 
often that speculators acquired millions of acres. Many Virginia farmers bought 
land from them. Nearly a fifth of the earliest patent holders (1727—45) of Albe- 
marle County, in the central Virginia Piedmont, registered more than 1,000 
acres, land which many of them resold. Governor Spotswood himself gained 
title to 85,000 acres of land in the region. During the first half of the century half 
the pioneers in Southside Virginia got their first land through the survey and 
patenting process; a quarter to two-fifths bought 270- to 300-acre tracts from 
other owners. Men who owned 1,000 or more acres sold much of this land. Vir- 
ginia authorities gave speculators parcels of land as large as 50,000 to 100,000 
acres in the Shenandoah Valley and the Greenbrier region of West Virginia, 
sometimes in return for bringing families to the region. Speculators who 
owned more than 1,000 acres in Augusta County, Virginia (southern Shenan- 
doah Valley), rapidly sold their land. Although they increased their holdings 
from 175,000 to 200,000 acres between 1749 and 1769, at the same time the 
number of acres taxed in the county grew from 380,000 to 660,000, and the 
proportion of land they owned dropped from nearly half to less than a third. By 
1779 the Beverely and Borden families alone had sold 200,000 acres in 648 tracts 
they owned in the county. 

To sell land quickly before they had to improve it, speculators kept the price 
low. In western Maryland Daniel Dulany sold thousands of acres to German, 
Scot, and Irish families; once he even gave 5,000 acres to twenty German 
immigrants for under a shilling sterling per acre, far below his own cost. He 
made a killing when the value of the land he kept in reserve multiplied. Sim- 
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ilarly, Virginia speculators sold land for about 0.7 shillings sterling an acre in 
the Shenandoah Valley in the 1730s and 1740s, 2 shillings an acre in Amelia 
County in the 1730s, 2.1 in Albemarle County in the late 1740s, between 0.6 and 
2.3 shillings an acre in Augusta County (in the far southwest) in the early 1750s, 
and 4.5 shillings—still less than improved land—in Pittsylvania County in the 
late 1760s.66 

Speculators sold similarly large quantities of land on other frontiers. Despite 
serious challenges to their titles, the West Jersey proprietors sold a half-million 
acres during the middle half of the century to speculators who resold the land 
to small farmers. George Croghan owned, at various times in the 1760s and 
1770s, hundreds of thousands of acres of former Indian land in western Penn- 
sylvania and New York, lands that he resold in smaller parcels to other specula- 
tors and settlers. In Orange County, North Carolina, large holders (1,000+ 
acres) received about two-fifths of the land disbursed by Granville agents, much 
of which they resold to smaller farmers. Early-eighteenth-century South Car- 
olina speculators acquired hundreds of thousands of acres and sold them at a 
handsome profit. The richest rice planters claimed 50-acre headrights for all the 
slaves they imported, and provincial officials and other favorites received grants 
as large as 6,000 acres, thereby building huge landed estates. They regularly 
resold these lands to smaller operators. Charleston residents, all nonresident 
land speculators, placed two-thirds of the advertisements for backcountry land 
in the South Carolina Gazette between 1738 and 1760.” 

Alone among the colonies, Georgia prevented land speculation—for a while. 
Georgia’s trustees, who founded the colony in 1732 as a refuge for the poor, 
debtors, and the dispossessed of England and Europe, forbad land speculation 
and the heavy debts and poor military defense speculation encouraged. They 
limited landholdings to 500 acres, demanded land be rapidly improved, out- 
lawed land sales, allowed only sons to inherit, and prohibited slavery. For more 
than a decade neither planters nor speculators came to Georgia. The majority 
of colonists, whether charity cases whose transportation the trustees paid or 
private adventurers, owned no more than 50 acres. But the trustees’ rules 
provoked a firestorm of protest from would-be speculators from South Car- 
olina and abroad. In 1741 more than a quarter of the colony’s men petitioned 
the trustees, demanding freehold land tenure (thus allowing land sales), female 
inheritance (so those without male heirs would not lose their land), and slavery. 
By the mid-1740s, nine-tenths of new arrivals had financed their own way, and 
most wanted freehold land. This pressure forced the trustees to abandon the 
restricted inheritance and enact freehold land tenure. When the crown took 
over the colony, restraints on landownership disappeared, and feverish land 
speculation began. Although each settler was entitled to land, he (or she) had to 
petition the governor and council for rights to particular land. The governor 
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and councillors favored members of their own class, however, and granted the 
best land to big planters and speculators and small, backcountry tracts to 
poorer farmers. Speculation became especially rife between 1763 and 1772, when 
Georgia authorities granted 772,000 acres, more than in the preceding forty 
years. Much of it went to officers of the Seven Years’ War, who got up to 5,000 
acres; the rest went to small backcountry farmers. 

Astute speculators acted as patrons to their customers, hoping to reap addi- 
tional benefits by marketing crops, grinding corn, milling lumber, or collect- 
ing interest on loans. During the 1720s and early 1730s Robert “King” Carter, 
who owned 700 slaves and thousands of acres, supplied neighbors in Vir- 
ginia’s Northern Neck with land, servants, and slaves. Daniel Dulany donated 
land for German churches, provided credit, built mills, and marketed the crops 
of the German farmers who bought his Maryland land; he developed Frederick 
town as a marketing center to ensure the area’s prosperity. During the pre- 
Revolutionary era, Masonian proprietors built mills and roads, and the Kenne- 
bec Company not only brought immigrants to their Maine holdings but erected 
mills, constructed roads, and brought missionaries to minister to the commu- 
nity’s religious needs. The Leaming and Spicer families, gentlemen who lived in 
Cape May County, New Jersey—a thinly populated area isolated from the rest of 
the province by pine barrens—hired local men, leased land on good terms, 
marketed goods, and lent their laborers to small farmers. Where speculators 
became developers and devised reciprocal personal relations with residents, 
they made money. But settlers rejected any hint of debased dependence on a 
patron. By exacerbating tensions over religion but demanding payment for 
lands settlers believed they already owned, the Kennebec Company, for in- 
stance, faced hostile inhabitants.© 

Large landholders and speculators dominated New York more than any 
other colony. Although Long Island remained in the hands of freeholders, land- 
lords and speculators owned nearly all the rest and monopolized frontier lands. 
In 1700 ten or eleven men owned three-quarters of the province; Rensselaer- 
wyck Manor alone contained 1 million acres and covered most of Albany 
County. Eighteenth-century governors gave millions of acres to favorites. New 
York governors helped themselves royally; by 1732, they had given themselves 
2.5 million acres. During the 1760s they gave away the vast northeastern fron- 
tier, granting speculators some 2 million acres in Vermont. Only lands on the 
west side of the Hudson River, closer to the Iroquois, remained relatively free of 
great estates. Smaller speculators, moreover, with thousands of acres controlled 
much of the land the richest men neglected.” 

The great landlord families, who owned fourteen manors located mainly on 
the east side of the Hudson River, refused to sell their holdings, preferring to 
collect rents and fees. Cadwallader Colden complained in 1732 that such men 
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had prevented the rapid peopling of the colony. Although New York “was 
settled many years before Pennsylvania, . . . it is not nearly so well cultivated, 
nor are there near such a number of Inhabitants, . . . in proportion to the 
quantity of Land.” And, he added, “it is chiefly . . . where these large Grants are 
made where the Country remains uncultivated ’tho they contain some of the 
best of the Lands, and the most conveniently situated.” The big landowners 
could neither improve their vast holdings nor attract tenants. Wishing to “avoid 
the dependence on landlords,” immigrants and “Young people go from this 
Province, and Purchase Land in Neighbouring Colonies while” New York’s 
much “better and every way more convenient Lands lie useless.” Nor did the 
manors attract more families over the next two decades. William Smith Jr. 
lamented in 1756 that “scarce a third part of it is under cultivation,” in part 
because landlords “have rated so exorbitantly high, that very few poor persons 
could either purchase or lease them.”7! 

Colden and Smith ignored the supply of freehold land and the rapid growth 
of New York’s frontiers. Between the 1720s and the 1750s the population of 
Albany County, the Hudson River frontier, grew 3 percent a year. Although 
potential settlers avoided the area because it was in the path of French and 
Indian warfare and close to the Iroquois Confederacy, freehold land could be 
found there. During the mid-1720s a colony of ninety Palatine German families 
got cheap hundred-acre farms along the Mohawk River, buying it from the 
Indians, paying for a patent, and offering a small annual quitrent. The popula- 
tion of Dutchess County, south of Albany, multiplied 8 percent a year between 
1723 and 1756, growing particularly rapidly (11-12 percent) in the 1730s and 
1740s. Frontier families there farmed existing unclaimed freehold acres around 
Poughkeepsie and in the county’s northwest corner. Others got freehold land in 
Orange or Ulster Counties, west of the Hudson. These places had fewer large 
holders, but because their western bounds bordered on Indian territory, they 
faced repeated Indian raids. As a result, their population grew only 3—4 percent 
a year between the 1720s and 1750s. Nonetheless, hardy souls could readily buy 
land there; the Minisink partners—owners of a 170-square-mile tract in western 
Orange and Ulster—had sold at least a tenth of their holdings by 1763, in parcels 
averaging 160 acres. Settlers unable to buy land could rent it on easy terms from 
the big landlords desperate for families to develop their holdings, a particularly 
appealing prospect to poor immigrants. Landlords not only allowed tenants to 
live rent-free for as long as a decade and provided livestock and supplies to help 
them get started; they also lent them money and built mills and other facilities 
for their use.” 

During the first half of the eighteenth century, farmers could find sufficient 
land in New York to meet their needs. But as the Hudson River Valley filled up 
and the Indian danger receded, thousands of families, some from New England 
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and abroad, poured into the Hudson and Mohawk River frontiers. Between 
1756 and 1771 Albany County’s population multiplied 2.5 times, from 17,400 to 
42,700. Immigrants seeking freehold land avoided the manors; as late as 1767 
there were nearly 500 acres for each tenant on Livingston Manor in south- 
eastern Albany County. Nevertheless, manorial lands sometimes were the most 
conveniently located, especially for migrants from western Massachusetts. By 
the 1770s, 6,000 or 7,000 families rented land in New York; the number of 
tenants at Livingston Manor, for instance, jumped from 50 in 1715 to over 200 in 
1750, 285 in 1767, and 460 in 1776. Tenants continued to have the right to sell the 
improvements they made. But seeing greater opportunities, some landlords 
raised rents (and insisted on cash payment); charged high fees (as much as one- 
third the farm’s value) when a son took over his father’s farm; denied new 
tenants a rent-free term; and signed new leases only for tenants-at-will, rather 
than the perpetual leases or leases for lives common earlier in the century. 
Others, like the Livingstons, kept rental rates the same but accepted payment 
only in wheat, the price of which skyrocketed as European demand grew in the 
1760s and 1770s. Such changes in leasing practice, in part, caused the riots that 
racked the manors in the 1750s and 1760s.” 

Elsewhere in the backcountry tenants formed a small part of the population, 
and landlords knew that they had to give generous leases to get anyone to farm 
their lands. Virginia gentlemen rented land to many small planters in the 
Northern Neck (where a third of householders were tenants) and Shenandoah 
Valley. While most Northern Neck landlords rented land for years, they granted 
a two-year grace period. Understanding that tenants often could not pay, great 
planters such as George Washington and Robert Carter of Nomini allowed 
them to fall years behind. Even so, tenants regularly ran away, and families 
unwilling to pay often squatted on their lands. Shenandoah Valley landlords, 
including prominent gentlemen such as Landon Carter and George Fairfax, 
gave leases for lives or twenty-one years but attracted few families. Landlords 
made no more profit and attracted no more tenants in backcountry Pennsylva- 
nia, New Jersey, and Maryland. To entice tenants, landlords in northeastern 
Pennsylvania not only had to forgive rents for ten years but give renters seed, 
livestock, and tools and provide access to mills and markets. In western Penn- 
sylvania in the 1780s—where one in ten farmers rented—the tenants paid rent 
only on the improvements they made on the property. The Lords Baltimore 
created only two proprietary manors in the backcountry. In order to get the 
land developed, they offered leases for three lives at the cheap annual rate of ten 
shillings sterling per hundred acres; when the leases expired, tenants refused to 
sign higher leases. Tenants on the two western manors neglected to pay even 
these small sums; during the 1750s the proprietor earned just £19 sterling, a 
sixth of what was due him. In northwest New Jersey speculators forced squat- 
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ters—who had destroyed timber and exhausted the land by constant cultiva- 
tion—to accept leases with great difficulty, and many of them sold out for low 
prices as soon as they found buyers.” 

At the outset of white habitation, most settlers (except in parts of New 
England) squatted on the land they farmed. Unable to pay the smallest sums for 
land and eager to evade taxes, many of them neither surveyed nor bought any, 
even where cheap land with clear titles could be found; a few, like the hunters 
and bandits of mid-century Piedmont South Carolina, had no intention of 
gaining legal title. In 1726, James Logan, secretary of the Province of Pennsylva- 
nia, complained that Palatine and Scots-Irish immigrants held “near a hundred 
thousand Acres . . . without any manner of Right or Pretense to it? And, he 
added, “most of them are so poor, that they have nothing to pay with.” Some 
families, like a group of German immigrants in Frederick County, Maryland, in 
the early 1740s, contracted to buy land but could not raise money for the 
purchase. During the 1770s, squatters in the southern Shenandoah Valley fron- 
tier refused to buy land from speculator-owners or leave without coercion. So 
many families wanted the land that chasing off one led others to “settle on the 
land & make a second & third Ejectment necessary.” 

Other farmers doubted the title of those who demanded payment or fell 
victim to disputes between gentlemen over land allocation. East Jersey and New 
York squatters refused to pay rent to great landlords, insisting that they owned 
the land. In 1735, ninety-eight squatters who farmed land in thinly settled 
Hunterdon County in northwest New Jersey ignored the demands of the West 
Jersey Society to take leases because they questioned the society’s title to their 
farms; they stayed on the land for decades thereafter. Maine pioneers in the 
1760s and 1770s refused to buy land from the proprietors, fearful of accepting a 
title bound to be contested by a competing proprietor. A dispute over the 
inheritance of the Pennsylvania proprietorship closed the land office between 
1718 and 1733, making purchase of frontier land difficult and leading to massive 
squatting. Similarly, in the 1720s, South Carolina planters engrossed 300,000 
acres of land without grants after its land office closed because of a dispute 
between the former proprietors and the new royal government.” 

Because of poverty, only a small proportion of pioneer families acquired title 
to land. As John Dunmore, Virginia’s last royal governor, wrote disgustedly in 
1774, settlers “did not conceive that Government has any right to forbid their 
taking possession of a Vast tract of Country, either uninhabited, or which 
Serves only as a Shelter to a few Scattered Tribes of Indians.” Only twelve of the 
first sixty-five men to arrive in Paxton Township on Pennsylvania’s Susque- 
hanna frontier in the late 1720s bought land there. In 1751 no more than three- 
tenths of the householders in Maurice River Township in frontier Cape May 
County, New Jersey, owned land; the rest grazed livestock on the nearby wood- 
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lands. Just over half the householders in Lunenburg County, Virginia, owned 
land in 1750, a decade after the first settlers arrived. Similarly, only two-fifths of 
the householders in Northumberland County, in the upper Susquehanna Val- 
ley of the northeastern Pennsylvania frontier, owned land in 1772; 57 percent 
of the householders in Montgomery County in western New York owned land 
in 1790.76 

Too poor to buy land, unwilling to abandon Indian land or to pay high prices 
to speculators, or unable to distinguish between competing owners, squatters 
tried their best to protect their farms. When he was a child, Joseph Doddridge 
(born in 1769) recalled that Pennsylvania pioneers established occupancy by 
“tomahawk right, which was made by deadening a few trees near the head of a 
spring, and marking the bark of some one or more of them with the initials of 
the name of the person who made the improvement.” Other Pennsylvania 
pioneers claimed 100 acres of land based on a “corn right,” the planting of an 
acre of grain. Similarly, late-eighteenth-century squatters in Maine established 
rights to land by building a crude cabin and running a short “possession fence” 
around the property. Squatters sometimes forced newly arrived settlers to buy 
these rights. Men who did improve the land believed that such labor gave them 
rights of ownership. 

If squatters owned the land, how could they protect their rights from other, 
equally worthy farmers who wanted to farm the same land? Squatters on Indian 
land on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River in the 1770s devised a “Fair 
Play System” to regulate use of the area’s land. They annually elected three 
extralegal magistrates to record landholdings, determine land boundaries, su- 
pervise land sales, and arbitrate controversies between settlers. By the late 1760s, 
Pennsylvania officials recognized some squatter rights, allowing them first 
rights to buy land once surveyed or to sell their improvements if they could not 
afford the land.” 

Lacking secure title and unable to accumulate enough money to buy their 
land from speculators who claimed ownership or to build more than a wretched 
cabin, poor squatter families stayed a few years but inevitably left, desperately 
seeking better opportunities elsewhere. Governor Dunmore, unsympathetic to 
their plight, complained that “established Authority” could not “restrain the 
Americans” who “remove as their . . . restlessness incite them. They acquire no 
attachment to Place: But wandering about Seems engrafted in their Nature,” 
always imagining that “the Lands further off, are Still better than those upon 
which they are already Settled.” Squatters too poor to buy the land they farmed 
did rapidly move to more isolated frontiers. During the early 1770s as many as a 
third of the taxpayers in Paxton Township—most of them tenants, squatters, or 
laborers—disappeared. Similarly, between 1792 and 1802 four-fifths of house- 
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holders without land left Turbut Township on the Susquehanna frontier of 
Northumberland County, Pennsylvania, as did two-thirds of those who held 
less than 150 acres.”8 

Families who could count on kindred or an ethnic community remained and 
got land, sometimes from landsmen. Two Virginia examples illuminate the 
process. From 1745 through 1751 speculators surveyed the vast majority of land 
along the James and Roanoke Rivers in Augusta County. Hearing of this fine 
land in Augusta, kindred of the earliest arrivals rushed to secure and survey 
tracts near those owned by their relations. Four-fifths of the early residents of 
Augusta with resident kinfolk—but just over two-fifths of those without kin— 
acquired land. Eleven of the earliest Ulster Irish families in Opequon, Frederick 
County, Virginia, were members of the same kin group. Bequests, land sales, 
and exchanges among these Ulster Irish settlers guaranteed that they, their sons, 
and sons-in-law would get land.” 

As farmers improved land and the population increased, land prices rose but 
remained half or less as high as in older regions, making these newly settled 
regions attractive to middling farmers who had too little land for their families. 
Since cheap land remained abundant and those who stayed patented land or 
bought a farm, the proportion of landowners rose. Within a decade of settle- 
ment, two-thirds or more of householders owned land in the New York, New 
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and South Carolina backcountry. Close to two- 
thirds of the families in Lower Township, Cape May County, New Jersey owned 
land in 1751. In Lunenburg County, Virginia, between three-quarters and four- 
fifths of household heads owned land in the 1760s, 1770s, and 1780s; similar 
rates could be found in five other Piedmont counties, and at least nine-tenths of 
the householders in Albemarle County, Thomas Jefferson’s home, owned land. 
During the 1780s three-quarters of the householders in ten backcountry North 
Carolina counties and two regions of the South Carolina upcountry owned 
land. By the early 1790s four-fifths of Northumberland, Pennsylvania, families 
and more than nine-tenths of those in Balltown, Maine, held land. As the 
number of householders in Montgomery County, New York, nearly tripled 
between 1790 and 1795, the proportion of freeholders rose to 71 percent.®° 

Farmers patented large tracks in the wilderness hoping to make farms for 
themselves and their children. In the 1780s the Virginia backcountry, first seated 
in the 1750s and 1760s, remained a frontier area, with large quantities of unim- 
proved land. Plantation sizes in six tobacco-growing Piedmont Virginia coun- 
ties declined from 250-360 acres in the 1760s to 250—300 acres by the 1780s. A 
similar pattern could be found in the Shenandoah Valley. Augusta landholders 
in the 1750s and 1760s owned 300-350 acres; by 1787 median holdings had 
decreased to 240 acres. Land grants in the North Carolina Granville proprietary 
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averaged almost 500 acres in the 1750s. By the early 1780s farmers in ten North 
Carolina Piedmont counties owned 250 acres, far larger than the farms of 
eastern Carolina; only a sixth of these farms contained less than 101 acres. Tracts 
in backcountry South Carolina during the 1770s ranged from 100 to 400 acres, 
averaging 200 acres. 

Maine, Pennsylvania, and Maryland farms were smaller than southern plan- 
tations but sizable by settled northern standards. The families of Balltown, 
Maine—some of whom brought New England traditions of small farms with 
them—owned nearly 100 acres in 1791, but they had improved less than 10. 
Holdings in several central Pennsylvania townships averaged between 100 and 
200 acres in the pre-Revolutionary decades and about 150 acres in Northum- 
berland County, Pennsylvania, between 1774 and the 1790s; similarly, farmers in 
Frederick County, Maryland, in 1753 had 160 acres.*! 

Freehold farmers not only acquired land but sought to patent the very best 
acreage, thereby assuring not only farms for themselves and their children but 
high capital gains as the frontier filled with farms. Nothing “but a preference to 
the choice lands,” Lord Fairfax insisted in testimony challenging the legality of 
John Hite’s sale of land in the Shenandoah Valley, “would tempt men to become 
adventurers.” Fairfax was right. William Rogers, a farmer who got land in the 
valley, testified that he “did make search to find” such “Land in order to make 
a Settlement for himself and family” and “accordingly found a piece he like[d] 
very well.” Hite then told him “he should have it as he had let others have 
heretofore.” 

Surveying methods—with the irregular tracts found on southern and Penn- 
sylvania frontiers—compounded the problem of dispersed settlement that the 
search for the best land began. Only in New England and its colonies (like the 
contested Susquehanna settlement in Pennsylvania) did rectangular tracts re- 
main the rule; tracts in South Carolina and Georgia townships (granted to 
various ethnic groups) had more compact shapes, as did the radial division of 
land found in some frontier Pennsylvania areas. Everywhere else scattered 
farms rendered defense against Indian attack nearly impossible. 

Increasing tenancy and high land prices had long ended the egalitarian days 
of the seventeenth century, when nearly all free men owned land. Indians, big 
landlords bent on extracting rent, and land speculators seeking high prices for 
the unimproved acreage they held initially stood in the way of freehold land- 
ownership in frontier areas. But with so much Indian land waiting to be con- 
quered, sons of landowners and European immigrants alike could get small 
farms. New England farmers easily got land, the increasingly speculative nature 
of town proprietorships notwithstanding; in other regions, settlers procured 
cheap frontier acres from governors, proprietors, or speculators, thus remaking 
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a society of smallholders. As Chapter 4 shows, this “best poor man’s country” 
attracted hundreds of thousands of British and German immigrants eager to 
share in America’s bounty. These immigrants, a highly selective group, were 
essential in settling the backcountry, and like native-born farmers, they came to 
believe that the ownership of land was their birthright. 
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S MANY AS 410,000 Britons and Germans came to a mainland colony 
between 1700 and 1775. David Evans (from Wales about 1704), Wil- 
liam Moraley (from London in 1729), and Thomas Fleming (from 
Ulster in the 1750s) were among them. Evans came to Pennsylvania 

“to earn money so I could buy plenty of books.” But he had to put his book 
buying on hold. To pay for his voyage, he indentured himself to a farmer and 
worked “patiently cutting trees and clearing the land.” When his term was over, 
he wandered about, working in Newcastle and Philadelphia before returning 
to the countryside, where he became a Presbyterian preacher. “Oppress’d by 
Dame Fortune,” unemployed watchmaker Moraley was “very willing to” inden- 
ture himself if he “could have some view of bettering my condition.” Although 
he “expected a better fate than to be forc’d to leave my Native Country,” he “had 
rather leave a Place where I have no prospect of advancing.” After serving a New 
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Jersey watchmaker, he “roamed about like a Roving Tartar,” “went about clean- 
ing Clocks and Watches, and followed the occupation of a Tinker” in and 
around Philadelphia. He returned to London a failure in 1734. A 1758 letter to 
Thomas Fleming from his Ulster cousin David Lindsey describes the privation 
that led Fleming to the colonies, the dread of Indian war that kept his kin home, 
and the chance to own cheap land that compelled him to overcome his fears. 
“With wars” Fleming’s family had assumed “that you were all dead.” But they 
did hear from Fleming. “The good bargains of your lands . . . doe greatly 
encourage me,” Lindsey wrote, “to pluck up my spirits and make redie for the 
journey, for we are now oppressed with our lands at 8s. per acre..., cutting our 
land in two acre parts . . . —yea, we cannot stand more.” Other family members 
expected to leave as well. Lindsey’s nephew Robert Lindsey wanted to know “if 
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he will redeem himself if he goes over there. He . . . is willing to work for his 
passage till it’s paid.”! 

Immigrants like Fleming, Moraley, and Evans left their homelands to come 
to America to escape religious persecution, economic depression, population 
pressure on land, and the increase in landlessness (and with it poverty and wage 
labor) exacerbated by the enclosures and increased rents of British and German 
capitalists. They resembled most European emigrants. Living in wretched hov- 
els, barely able to cover their nakedness, hungry much of the time, and op- 
pressed by their superiors, they were poor; many of them—the old, the lame, 
children in big families—were mired in perpetual destitution. Women and 
children worked for miserly wages, relied on poor relief or charity, or begged 
for food. Wherever he went in Ireland or France (in the 1770s and 1780s), 
English agrarian reformer Arthur Young found the same grinding poverty; re- 
ports from Silesia and Bohemia showed the same distress. In famine years, such 
as the early 1740s, tens of thousands of people died of starvation and disease.” 

Four-fifths of Europeans lived in the countryside, where they had gradually 
lost their land. In 1500 more than two-thirds had enough acreage to grow some 
of their food. By 1800 less than two-fifths still held land; the rest worked for 
wages, at best farming a tiny plot. The population of Europe grew more rapidly 
in the eighteenth than the seventeenth century, jumping particularly fast—from 
94 to 123 million—in the second half of the eighteenth century. Population 
growth aggravated landlessness by reducing the size of farms, especially where 
peasants gave some land to each child. Traditional strategies—postponing mar- 
riage, starting cottage industries, migrating short distances, or placing children 
in farm service—mitigated misery but hardly ended it. Writing at the end of the 
century, Thomas Malthus linked population growth to the “squalid poverty” 
and “degradation,” the “absolute want of bread” and “stunted . . . growth,” and 
the “epidemic and endemic diseases” he found everywhere. The Irish “lower 
classes” especially lived “in a most depressed and miserable state,” suffering 
“diseases occasioned by squalid poverty, by damp and wretched cabins, by bad 
and insufficient clothing, by the filth of their persons, and occasional want.” 
Without options the poor man was “reduced to the grating necessity of forfeit- 
ing his independence, and being obliged to the sparing hand of charity for 
his support.” 

Britons or Germans could go to America, but only a tiny minority went. Why 
so few left is baffling, given the opportunities on American frontiers and the ties 
of kinship, religion, and culture that linked Britons to colonists. “Pity it is that 
thousands of my country people should stay starving at home when they may 
live here in peace and plenty,” Scot immigrant Dr. Roderick Gordon (of King 
and Queen County, Virginia) lamented in 1734. “A great many,” he concluded, 
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“transported for a punishment have found pleasure, profit and ease and would 
rather undergo any hardship than be forced back to their country.” 

This chapter will examine the reasons why so few Europeans came to the 
eighteenth-century mainland colonies—and the economic and political condi- 
tions that motivated those who came. Economic opportunities in Europe, the 
chapter will show, abounded, belying the gloomy picture Malthus and Young 
painted: cities grew rapidly; rural industries expanded; wars employed thou- 
sands of peasant soldiers; and frontiers in Prussia and eastern Europe beck- 
oned. A few of the desperately poor, unable to take advantage of these oppor- 
tunities, indentured themselves and emigrated, but most emigrants, as we shall 
see, took great risks hoping to glean opportunities they thought greater than 
those at home, in European cities, or on European frontiers.* 


A Peasant’s and Worker’s Paradise? 


The vast majority of Europeans stayed close to home, moving short distances or 
taking advantage of growing opportunities in rural industries or flourishing 
cities. Poor families planted or harvested crops, some traveling hundreds of 
miles a year. Farm families moved to Europe’s frontiers; single men joined the 
army. Nor were the colonies the only refuge for religious dissenters. Catholics 
and Protestants could find asylum in a German state or the Netherlands. Those 
who emigrated to the mainland colonies were more willing to take risks than 
those who stayed at home or moved within Europe. 

Europeans often moved to marry or to find work. Apprentices left home in 
early adolescence, often to work with an artisan in a nearby town. Adolescent 
male and female farmhands and female domestic servants left home, moved 
about the countryside in a circuit of ten miles or less or to the nearest town, and 
contracted to work. People often married within their village and rarely moved 
more than ten miles to do so. Once married, poor adults moved more often 
than those with land. When opportunities became scarce, peasants migrated to 
a more developed area nearby. Other groups moved to work in country indus- 
tries or in growing cities or migrated long distances to harvest crops in a distant 
land or to farm on an internal frontier. 

Rural industries—especially textiles—grew mightily in eighteenth-century 
Europe. Most people in the English Midlands and Yorkshire, the Scottish Low- 
lands, Ulster, Flanders, southern Netherlands, Languedoc, the Zurich region, 
the Rhineland, Silesia, and Bohemia toiled in rural industries. Some wove cloth 
as a sideline to thriving farms; others owned their tools and bought raw mate- 
rials; most toiled for small wages. By working tiny plots, milking cows and mak- 
ing butter and cheese, engaging in seasonal farm labor, spinning or weaving at 
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home for businessmen, and pooling the family’s labor, cottagers could subsist 
and peasants could increase family income. Landless families relied exclusively 
on rural industry. In some textile districts—Flanders, northern France, the 
Zurich region, and Ulster—landless people married at younger ages and had 
more children than peasants did, knowing that all the family could spin or 
weave. As industry expanded, textile villages grew into cities, attracting mi- 
grants willing to work full time; the population of four English manufacturing 
towns jumped from 27,000 in 1700 to 70,000 in 1750 and reached 262,000 
in 1801.° 

An English observer lamented in 1758 that “great Multitudes of People, who 
were born in Rural Parishes, are continually acquiring Settlements in Cities or 
Towns.” And so they did. In 1700, 6.3 million people lived in 555 northern 
European and British cities with populations over 5,000; by 1800, 11 million 
resided in 661 cities of similar size. City growth in England was especially 
strong. The population of London jumped from 575,000 in 1700 to 675,000 in 
1750 and 960,000 in 1800. Twenty-two smaller English cities grew at a faster 
rate, rising from 215,000 in 1700 to 605,000 in 1800. Most city dwellers were 
migrants. Since most such migrants were young, unmarried men, who moved 
away or died more often than they married and sired children, cities suffered 
population losses that only new migrants could replace. The annual number 
of rural migrants to northern European cities rose from 40,000 before 1750 
to more than 70,000 after that date. Between 1700 and 1775 nearly 4 mil- 
lion Europeans moved to cities, ten times the number who reached the main- 
land colonies.” 

More than 300,000 late-eighteenth-century Britons and West Europeans, 
most of them in their twenties and thirties, moved seasonally to find work. In 
addition, hundreds of thousands of young men, including many foreigners, 
joined armies, navies, or private sailing ventures for a term of years. Migrants 
harvested wheat, dug potatoes, cut timber, mined coal, sharpened knives, and 
peddled goods. Most migrants—and nearly all the women—were farm laborers. 
Unable to feed their families, poor men living in depressed farming areas left 
temporarily each year, leaving wives to care for children and tend their tiny 
farms. To pay high rents, Irishmen harvested East Anglian crops and labored in 
London while their wives and children “subsist[ed] by begging” and harvested 
their potatoes. Highland Scots harvested crops in the Scottish Lowlands; the 
Paris region attracted 60,000 husbands and single adults a year from the central 
highlands or Alpine regions. Others in mountain France harvested in Spain; the 
Swiss harvested in Alsace. A hundred thousand migrants harvested in Italy; 
about 40,000 Galacians (from northwest Spain) harvested in Castile. German 
peasants (half the people in some villages) left their farms during the slack sum- 
mer growing season to cut hay in the Netherlands or to work in German cities.® 
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Late-seventeenth- and eighteenth-century immigrants moved to thinly peo- 
pled internal frontiers—in Ireland, Prussia, Hungary, and Russia—closer to 
home than America. More than 900,000 immigrants peopled Europe’s border- 
lands between 1680 and 1800, more than double the number (about 435,000) 
who reached British North America. As many as 100,000 Britons and an equal 
number of Scots left for Ireland in the late seventeenth century, and Scot 
emigration continued into the eighteenth century at a lower rate. Eighteenth- 
century Swiss and southwest Germans populated eastern frontiers in Prussia, 
Hungary, Poland, and Russia.’ 

Nearly all migrants moved as individuals or in small groups mainly for 
economic reasons, but the single largest group fled to escape religious persecu- 
tion. After the 1685 revocation of the Edict of Nantes that had guaranteed 
toleration, about 160,000 French Protestants fled into exile in the Netherlands, 
Switzerland, the Palatinate, Rhineland, Prussia, and England. Mostly city ar- 
tisans and merchants, they gravitated toward London, Geneva, Amsterdam, or 
Berlin; half took up farming in their places of refuge. Those unhappy with their 
fate left their place of refuge and migrated to Ireland, Scandinavia, Russia, the 
English American colonies (no more than 2,000), or South Africa. 

Colonial policies and prejudices kept Catholic immigrants away from the 
North American colonies. Immigrants expected to own land, but only citizens 
could get clear titles. Immigrants from Britain qualified for citizenship on the 
basis of their birthplace, but those from the continent had to be naturalized. A 
1740 act of Parliament and local practice allowed foreign Protestants to become 
citizens after seven years but kept Catholics—who dominated France, Italy, and 
some German states—from being naturalized. Catholic immigrants faced anti- 
Catholic sermons, newspaper attacks, and parades. New Englanders were 
fiercely anti-Catholic; the Seven Years’ War triggered anti-Catholic hysteria 
(aimed supposedly at the French enemy) in Maryland, South Carolina, and 
even tolerant Pennsylvania. Labor recruiters avoided Catholic areas (except 
Irish cities); rather than face the intolerance of colonial Protestants, Catholics 
migrated within Europe or stayed home.!! 

The European emigrants who moved to the mainland colonies in the eigh- 
teenth century came from different places than had seventeenth-century emi- 
grants. Over 10,000 Dutch, Swedes, and French Huguenots had migrated in the 
seventeenth century, but few arrived in the eighteenth. English emigrants 
(160,000 strong) accounted for almost nine-tenths of the Europeans who 
reached seventeenth-century mainland British and Dutch North America. The 
eighteenth-century English stayed home. Only 72,000 (of a mid-century popu- 
lation of 5 million) emigrated to the mainland colonies, comprising a fifth of 
European immigrants. Few Scots, Irish, or Germans arrived in the seventeenth 
century. But perhaps 60,000 Scots (of 1.3 million)—almost a sixth of the total— 
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arrived in the eighteenth century, most after 1760. And 150,000 Irish resi- 
dents (of 2.5 million) came in the eighteenth century, two-thirds of them 
Ulster Protestants. Most were descendants of seventeenth-century emigrants 
from Scotland, and the others, mostly Catholics, came from the south. About 
110,000 German speakers arrived in the eighteenth century, mostly between 
1730 and 1770.!2 


Economic Development and British Emigration 


Varying economic conditions in England, the Scottish Lowlands and High- 
lands, Ulster, and southern Ireland help explain the differences in emigration 
from the different parts of the realm. Expanding rural industries, growing 
cities, and (in some places) still-abundant farmland allowed most people to 
remain in the kingdom. The English, especially those near London, enjoyed the 
most vital capitalist economy in Europe. Despite profit-seeking landlords and 
the decline of reciprocal feudal class relations, many Scots and Irish also en- 
joyed the fruits of more rapid economic development. 

English families had good reasons for staying home. Agricultural productiv- 
ity rose, leading to more plentiful and cheaper food for landless laborers. 
Cotton imports and industrial output rose, especially after 1760, and the cost of 
cloth and other goods declined. As prices dropped, a growing middle class 
indulged in consumption—of buttons and buckles, china and glass windows, 
sugar and tea, and fine linens and calicoes—undreamed of by their grand- 
parents. Poor folk gained some benefit from this prosperity. The demand for 
labor exceeded the supply of youths coming of age because the English popula- 
tion had declined during the late seventeenth century, did not recover until the 
1720s, and grew slowly thereafter. Wheat prices dropped in the 1710s, 1730s, and 
1740s, making bread cheaper for workers and allowing them to buy more meat 
and vegetables. City wages rose during the first half of the century and then 
declined; male rural wages in the south increased through the 1770s, though 
women’s wages had begun to decline by the 1760s. Even after 1750, when wheat 
prices slowly rose, consumption of white bread and meat grew as fast as the 
population, and sugar prices declined enough to allow the poor to indulge. 
Higher wages and lower prices increased the standard of living, as rising life 
expectancy among all classes indicates. 

At mid-century three-tenths of England’s land, located in the richest and 
most densely populated regions, remained in open-field villages or unenclosed 
fens, marshes, or forests; after two decades of parliamentary enclosure, most of 
this land was still unenclosed. Poor families in such areas—cottagers with rights 
to commons and squatters who used wastelands—combined farming with 
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manufacturing. The framework knitting industry developed in unenclosed East 
Midlands villages where landholders could work part time. In arable districts of 
Warwickshire, mid-eighteenth-century cottagers, small tenants, and prosper- 
ous farmers turned to victualing, shoemaking, carpentry, or tailoring. Cottag- 
ers and smallholders enjoyed the rights to graze sheep or cows on the commons 
and to use the wastelands (for collecting firewood, fishing, hunting, and gather- 
ing berries), practices that, in poor times, provided the margin of subsistence. 
Since they reduced the necessity of families to engage in wage labor, common 
rights allowed cottager women to add to family income by performing subsis- 
tence activities at home, allocate time for leisure, and—insofar as they increased 
semi-independent subsistence—reduced parish taxes that supported the poor.'4 

Despite growing poverty, there were reasons to stay in Ireland. Vigorous 
growth of the Ulster linen industry raised per capita income. Linen exports 
jumped from 6.6 to 20.6 million yards between 1740 and 1770, providing work 
to a quarter of Ulster’s families by 1770. In Ulster’s smallholder households the 
whole family participated, greatly increasing the income from their five- to 
thirty-acre farms. Husband and wife planted a small flax patch in an old potato 
field; the men pulled the crop, and the women spread it to dry and beat it to 
extract the fiber. Then women and children spun yarn, and the husband (and 
on occasion his wife) wove linen cloth. In Donegal the farmer cultivated “no 
more Land than is necessary to feed his family,’ an observer wrote in 1739, 
depending “on the Industry of his Wife and Daughters to pay by their Spinning, 
the Rent, and Lay up Riches.” Well-off families bought bread and potatoes so 
they could put more energy into linen making; to increase output, they hired 
poor men to weave and poor women to spin. Poor families bought flax, spun 
yarn, and sold it to jobbers to resell to weavers, and some entrepreneurs hired 
journeyman weavers. In the 1750s the Linen Board, which regulated the trade, 
started 200 spinning schools for children in the southern provinces; by the early 
1760s, linen making had spread rapidly there." 

Although most eighteenth-century Catholic peasants and cottiers (cottagers) 
were desperately poor, much of the populace shared the fruits of growth, 
consuming more and building new homes. New urban middle classes—five- 
eighths to four-fifths Protestant—grew. Some Ulster Presbyterians made big 
profits from weaving and followed linen markets; afraid of losing their middle- 
class prosperity, they took off for the colonies when markets plunged. Tenants— 
almost a majority of the rural populace until the third quarter of the century— 
could get long leases, usually for three lives, or thirty-one years (for Catholics). 
After 1750 they took advantage of rising crop prices; those with long leases could 
sell or sublet their land or rent small plots to weavers and pocket the profits. 
Prosperity brought few benefits to the poor. Women sold surplus eggs and 
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butter and took in spinning; families with a bit more income used more ameni- 
ties such as tea, the consumption of which nearly tripled between the early 1750s 
and the early 1770s.!° 

Irish farming improved greatly over the mid-eighteenth century. Although 
the growing city of Dublin (from 62,000 people in 1706 to 140,000 by 1760) im- 
ported much of its food during the first half of the century, tenants living in its 
hinterland had taken over by the 1760s, supplying the city with flour, potatoes, 
butter, and meat. By the 1770s they harvested nearly as much wheat as the 
English and produced more barley per acre. Despite population pressure, many 
still raised sheep, pigs, and cows. Tipperary grazers raised thousands of sheep 
and sold wool and mutton; smallholders raised cows; and their wives took but- 
ter to market. Farmers in County Mayo (on the west coast) sent large quantities 
of wheat and malt to Dublin and shipped provisions overseas. The country not 
only usually fed itself but exported beef and butter to the West Indies.!” 

Except during famines, the mid-eighteenth-century Irish ate a decent diet of 
potatoes, peas, beans, oatmeal, milk, butter, buttermilk, eggs, bread, a little 
meat (fowl or pork), and fish (near the coast or lakes). In 1776 Arthur Young 
found well-fed cottiers northwest of Dublin, with “a cow, and some of them 
two” and “a belly full of potatoes.” “Every cottage,’ he added “swarms with 
poultry and most of them have pigs.” A family could grow enough potatoes on 
one acre to feed themselves for a year. Only the most destitute relied on po- 
tatoes and milk, and even this diet supplied adequate nutrition. Luckily, potato 
surpluses fed the growing number of landless laborers. As the Irish diet im- 
proved, infant mortality, a key indicator of living conditions, dropped.'® 

Scotland was the mirror image of Ireland. Three-fifths of the country’s 
land—mountain, hill, moor, heath, and waste—was unfit for cultivation, and 
a cold, wet climate often turned arable to waste. In the seventeenth century, 
poor harvests, bouts of smallpox and the plague, famine, and the collapse of 
poor relief forced 200,000 Scots—cottars (cottagers) and smallholding tenants 
and orphans and widows—to go to Ireland, Poland, and Scandinavia. But 
eighteenth-century Scotland developed more rapidly than Ireland. In 1691 1.2 
million people lived in Scotland. Only 1 million remained in the early eigh- 
teenth century after the 1690s famine, but the population grew thereafter. 
Bolstered by rising marital fertility, diminished crisis mortality, and reduced 
emigration, the population rose from 1.25 to 1.4 million between 1755 and 1775.!° 

Attracted by opportunities in foreign trade and industry, Scots moved rap- 
idly from countryside to city. The proportion of Scots living in cities rose from 
one-twentieth in 1700 to one-sixth in 1800. Glasgow’s population rose from 
13,900 in 1700 to 23,500 (33,500 including suburbs) in 1755 and 46,800 in 1780. 
Edinburgh had 30,000 people in 1700, 40,000 in 1740, 57,000 (65,000 including 
suburbs) in 1755, and 70,000 in 1775. More people in 1700 lived in Irish than 
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Scottish cities; but a higher proportion of Scots were city dwellers by 1750, and 
in 1800 proportionately more than twice as many Scots lived in towns. As cities 
grew, nearby farmers turned to provisioning them and their suburbs.”° 

Scots divided their country into two regions—Lowlands and Highlands. 
Since the Lowlands had longer contact with England, it developed more rap- 
idly. Its tobacco and linen trades were especially important. Annual exports of 
Chesapeake tobacco to Glasgow jumped from 5.7 million pounds in the 1720s to 
18.9 million pounds in the 1750s and to 43.8 million pounds in the early 1770s. 
Not only did the trade bring large profits to Glasgow, but it provided jobs in 
central Scotland, at wages higher than elsewhere in the country. The stores that 
Glasgow tobacco merchants built in the Chesapeake colonies required provi- 
sions; to assure an adequate supply of trade goods, the tobacco lords financed 
eighty-eight industrial concerns and exported between a fifth and a third of the 
country’s linen output to that region.”! 

The Lowlands competed with Ulster in linen production. Linen manufac- 
tured for sale more than tripled between the 1730s and the 1770s, from a yearly 
average of 3.5 to 12.8 million yards, transforming the central Lowlands and the 
northeast, where weaving was centered. Some spinning families grew their own 
flax, spun yarn, and wove cloth, but most weavers got yarn from outside 
spinners. Many women made yarn at home for a linen dealer, but yarn was 
often in short supply in the 1730s and 1740s; by the 1740s spinning had spread to 
the Highlands, alleviating the shortage. A few big weaving shops opened be- 
tween 1740 and 1775, a water-powered thread industry began in the 1760s, and 
town production rose after 1750. Small farm families, who spun and wove to 
supplement farmwork, nonetheless made most of Scotland’s linen. At mid- 
century as many as half of Scotland’s women (180,000) spun at least part time. 
Full-time weaving and spinning also grew; many villages along the east coast 
north of Edinburgh specialized in spinning and weaving, though their workers 
participated in harvests to augment their wages.” 

Scottish peasants divided their lands into two fields, a constantly cultivated 
infield and an intermittently cultivated outfield held as a commons and re- 
served for pasture. Lowlanders grew barley, oats, kale, potatoes, and a little flax 
and made linen for local markets; Highlanders grew barley, oats, and after mid- 
century, potatoes. In pastoral areas tiny plots provided a bare subsistence at 
best. Beyond the fields lay pastures. Although rising numbers of Lowlanders 
owned consolidated parcels and lived on single-tenant holdings, many still lived 
on multiple-tenant farms; held multiple strips of land, each separated from its 
neighbor by a ridge; and enjoyed common rights to stone, clay, timber, peat, 
and meadows. They regularly redistributed land, assuring that each family’s 
holdings were roughly equal in quantity and quality. Tenants sublet small par- 
cels of land to cottars. Similar infield cultivation and outfield pasture could 
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be found in the Highlands, but farmers there, unlike Lowlanders, moved stock 
to summer mountain grazing. Strips everywhere averaged one-fifth to one- 
quarter acre, thus requiring cooperation in planting and harvesting. As pop- 
ulation grew, the size of strips plummeted, in one estate to only one-fortieth 
of an acre.” 


Poverty and Poor Law in Britain 


Greater opportunities in industry led to earlier marriages and higher rates of 
population growth throughout Britain. Since newly growing economies could 
not keep pace with increased population, destitution grew. But the level of 
destitution was far greater in Scotland (especially the Highlands) and Ireland 
(particularly the south) than in England, and the English poor law provided 
relief to the poverty-stricken that their counterparts in Ireland and Scotland did 
not enjoy. Such circumstances led middling families in Scotland and Ireland to 
fear that they, too, would fall into destitution. 

During the second half of the eighteenth century English poverty increased. 
Parliamentary act and local agreement led to the enclosure of 1.6 million acres 
between 1751 and 1775, mostly arable and pasture. But nearly a third had been 
wasteland used by cottagers and squatters, who had lost their common rights 
and were forced to rent a cottage without land. Usually they received no com- 
pensation, and when they got land, many sold it because it was insufficient to 
grow food and graze a cow. As the pace of enclosure rose, rural protests prolifer- 
ated. Between 1748 and 1779 cottagers, laborers, and smallholders mounted at 
least twenty-five violent protests, fourteen against enclosure, six against drain- 
ing of fens, and the rest against reduced forest rights. However, protests pre- 
vented few enclosures, and displaced cottagers had to support their families 
by wages; when bread prices or unemployment rose, their standard of living 
plummeted. Smallholders often lost their land, and the number of nonresident 
owners increased; in other places, such as the farming and knitting village of 
Wigston, smallholders, even cottagers, survived by combining farming and 
industry. As farm productivity rose, demand for farm labor fell; displaced 
workers sought jobs in local industries or London.” 

Beleaguered by depressions, an increased labor supply, fewer chances for 
annual contracts as farm servants, rising bread prices, and dispossession, the 
poor faced a lowered standard of living. When dearth or high food prices 
struck, rural laborers and artisans rioted, attacking mills or grain dealers and 
protesting prices or the export of food, especially in 1740, 1766-67, and 1771-73. 
Without prospects, these men joined the army; yet unlike their seventeenth- 
century ancestors, few of them emigrated to the colonies.” 

If the wages of poor rural spinners (mostly women) and weavers fell, some 


DEPRIVATION, DESIRE, AND EMIGRATION 


174 


could rely on the income of family members or their tiny gardens. Even after 
enclosure, poor women and children continued gleaning wheat fields, a prac- 
tice that provided food for them and their fowl and cows. When seasonal 
unemployment or permanent debility struck, relief provided temporary aid. 
Unable to get annual contracts, more people needed aid as young adults, when 
they should have been most employable. The proportion of paupers first receiv- 
ing aid before age thirty-five in Odiham, Hampshire, jumped from one-sixth in 
the late seventeenth century to over two-fifths by the mid-eighteenth century. 
Despite the poor-law prohibition on giving aid to any but legal inhabitants, 
poor migrants often received relief, especially in manufacturing villages. As the 
number of families without even a cottager plot rose over the century, the 
proportion of the English population receiving relief (money payments or 
forced labor in a “house of industry”) grew from one in twenty-five to one in 
ten. Able-bodied men accounted for much of the increase.”° 

In Ireland, unlike England, a growing population during the mid-eighteenth 
century increased pressure on resources. Because of its open land, Ireland’s 
population was doubled (from 1 to 2 million) by immigration and natural 
increase in the seventeenth century. In the face of repeated famines, the popula- 
tion declined from 2.2 to 1.9 million between 1732 and 1744, but it recovered 
rapidly, rising to as much as 2.6 million in 1753 and 4.4 million in 1791. Encour- 
aged by the tenancies available after the famines or by the prospect of finding 
jobs in the booming Ulster linen industry, Irish women married at age twenty 
to twenty-two and bore many children. Once the potato was introduced, mor- 
tality—especially infant mortality—declined, thereby increasing family sizes. 
Eventually the division of land among heirs reduced familial subsistence, except 
in linen districts, where land become an adjunct to cloth production.”’ 

Reduced farm sizes and rising rents, exacerbated by famines and population 
growth, induced some to strike out for the colonies. Famine and high rents 
drove 3,000 Ulster Protestants to the colonies in 1729. Many long-term leases 
expired in the 1720s, and landlords wanted to increase their profits from rents, 
leading tenants—some of them “men of substance and credit”—to flee. Emi- 
grants complained of “rack rents” and of landlords’ auctioning off tenancies to 
the highest bidder; they believed rumors “that if they will but carry over a little 
money . . . , they may for a small sum purchase considerable tracts of land, and 
that these will remain by firm tenure as a possession to them and their posterity 
for ever.” When long leases expired in the 1760s and 1770s, rents multiplied two 
to four times in Ulster while farm size dropped by two-thirds. When leases 
came due, Ulster landlords refused to allow tenants to relet land to subtenants, 
thus depriving them of lucrative income. Similarly, rents on the earl of Sher- 
borne’s estates in County Kerry, southwest Munster, doubled or tripled in the 
late 1760s. Landlords raised rents to capture some of the inflated value of land 
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and crops; tenants, who counted on this income as a critical part of their 
standard of living and feared being reduced to poverty, complained bitterly of 
gouging and rack-renting landlords.”® 

Living at the edge of subsistence, Irish cottiers and laborers were far less 
secure than tenants. Half the populace in the 1680s, the poor increased rapidly 
to nearly nine in ten by 1800. Rising rural wages did not compensate for rising 
rents; in the late 1770s Arthur Young found cottiers ill clothed and housed in 
unfurnished one-room hovels “much worse than an English pigstie.” Nor could 
they pay rent, except for a tiny potato patch, leased by the year. In most places 
they were “oppressed by many who make them pay too dear for keeping a cow.” 
In southwest Ulster, Young discovered that cottiers spun linen and rented a tiny 
potato patch; they owned two to four cows, sometimes renting pastures and 
other times “thieving” grass. In the southwest the poor had better access to 
land. Forty-three cottiers farmed, on average, 1 acre of potatoes and 2.5 acres in 
wheat, and four-fifths owned an average of three cows. But in the southeast, 
Young found that, of twenty-two haymakers, nine held two or fewer acres (five 
had none); six had no cows and two no hogs; the rest held no more than sixteen 
acres and had one or two cows. Cottiers often formed partnerships, rented a 
larger farm, and then divided the land, carefully providing each family with 
every kind of land and “assisting each other” when they could. In South Mun- 
ster cottagers who herded cows for the tenant and paid him rent in butter for a 
cottage and potato patch appeared by the early eighteenth century. By mid- 
century fewer families had cows and could afford to rent a small potato patch, 
for rents had risen rapidly but wages had not. Forced to buy milk and food, 
these families turned to wage labor.?° 

Irish peasants, especially those in the South, lacked the safety net that en- 
sured the survival of the English poor. Although parish rates supported poor 
relief in parts of Ulster, only deserving orphans and widows got aid, and taxes 
provided no help in Catholic Ireland. During famines the Irish Anglican 
Church, municipal corporations, and local gentlemen imported grain, but little 
reached the malnourished rural poor, who took to the highways or came to 
town and begged for food. Without the certainty of relief the English poor 
enjoyed, Irish families had to have a bit of land. During the first half of 
the century, unemployed landless or land-poor, able-bodied peasants had few 
choices: leave poorer districts in search of work on large Irish farms, move to 
Dublin, harvest English crops, or go to America. As linen manufacturing grew, 
spinning became common, first in Ulster, then less evenly in heavily Catholic 
regions, providing new opportunities for the poor.*° 

With little land and no poor relief, hundreds of thousands of the Irish died 
during famines following short crops. These famines occurred with appalling 
regularity: 1727—29, 1740—41, 1744—46, 1756—58, 1762—64, 1766, and 1770-71. 
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After poor weather ruined the 1740 wheat and potato harvest throughout Ire- 
land and northern Europe, the worst famine of the century struck in 1741, “the 
year of the slaughter,’ with “want and misery in every face” and “the roads 
spread with dead and dying bodies.” Since food shortages spread over Europe, 
imports could not make up the deficiency. By late 1741 at least 200,000 people 
had died of hunger, typhus, dysentery, and smallpox. The famine was especially 
severe in Munster, Ireland’s southernmost province, where death claimed three 
times as many people as in a normal year. Later crop failures killed far fewer 
people—the worst killed 40,000—and were centered in small areas because 
enough grain was imported to feed the populace.*! 

Enclosure increased poverty in the Scottish Lowlands. The biggest Lowlands 
lairds (landlords) controlled one-third to one-half of the land. Most Lowland- 
ers were tenants of a laird or subtenants (cottars) of the laird’s tenants. Tenants 
paid leases in money or in kind; cottars, more numerous than tenants, got a 
tiny hovel and a kale yard in return for working for the tenant. Some tenants 
hired servants on six-month or year terms. Rarely given long-term leases, 
tenants (and their subtenants) could be evicted at the laird’s pleasure. Tenants 
and subtenants stayed on the same farm from two to at most fourteen years. 
Such low persistence led peasants to devise a collateral kinship system in 
which households linked themselves in clanlike structures of fictive kin, women 
kept their family name upon marriage, and families practiced equal partible 
inheritance.*? 

Lowland lairds first enclosed land around the manor house; encouraged or 
coerced by the laird, big tenants followed suit. Enclosure then reached the 
commons, which was divided among owners and large tenants; most tenants 
and subtenants got nothing. As late as 1754 little land had been enclosed, but 
during the 1760s and 1770s, lairds all over the Lowlands eliminated strips and 
enclosed land, ending land redistribution, reducing the number of subtenan- 
cies and jointly operated farms, sometimes replacing arable with pasture, and 
reducing the region’s population in the process. Improving tenants—a small 
minority—created unified farms or rented large farms and thrived. Cottars and 
subtenants faced destitution and dispossession; even if offered land, they had to 
sell it, for they lost their essential rights to commons.” 

As subtenants and cottars lost land, Lowlands wage labor grew. Improving 
farms increasingly used day labor for harvests, ditching, smithing, or masonry. 
Many Lowland farmworkers were long-term servants, but unlike English ser- 
vants, many were married, paid in oats or wheat, and given a tiny plot. Servants 
signed on for six months to a year, but most left in less than a year. Early in the 
century, plowing, threshing, processing fertilizer, milking cows, herding, and 
marketing kept servants busy year round; by the 1770s, more intensive cultiva- 
tion led tenants to evict subtenants and hire full-time ploughmen instead. In 
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the Borders, tenants hired male shepherds by the year to herd, shear, and 
castrate lambs and to mow grass and make hay. They hired women for several 
months to milk ewes and make butter. Big farms needed many temporary 
workers for the labor-intensive harvest, a need filled by Highland women and 
cottagers who tramped the Lowlands looking for day labor.*4 

Poverty had long permeated the eighteenth-century Scottish Highlands, but 
campaigns for agrarian reform increased destitution even more. Highland clan 
chiefs had vast estates, some covering 200,000 acres. Such big estates required 
managers—lawyers, chamberlains, and overseers—to encourage market pro- 
duction, collect rents, arrange leases, and evict recalcitrant tenants. Tacksmen— 
big tenants, often the chief’s kin—paid rent and provided labor services (such 
as grain delivery and road work). They sublet land to tenants who, in turn, 
rented land to subtenants and cottars. Clansmen believed that they had rights 
to land under the authority of the chief, but subtenants had few rights, paid 
much higher rents than the tacksmen, farmed holdings of less than an acre, and 
faced the tyranny of doubled rents, forced labor services, and ready evictions. 
Cottars had even less security, working only at harvest and begging for subsis- 
tence the rest of the year.°° 

Highlands peasants lived in “hovels which would disgrace any Indian tribe” — 
thatch-roofed sod houses without chimneys, floors, and furniture. Since there 
were few towns and little arable land, additional people led to overcrowding. 
Peasants herded cattle or sheep, caught fish, or grew oats and barley. The 
economy was marginal in the best times, and the crop failures of 1740—41 ruined 
the Highlands. An ill-conceived revolt against the crown in 1745 led by clan 
chiefs (joined by 3,400 kinsmen, tenants, laborers, and servants) impoverished 
more peasants. As the population recovered, subtenants divided their tiny plots, 
further reducing the margin of subsistence, with “young ones going about in 
Rags.” Crop shortages again threatened famine and impelled imports of oat- 
meal, barley, and potatoes in 1763 and 1771-73. 

Highlands reformers insisted that only sheep breeding, enclosure, farm con- 
solidation, abolition of subletting, kelp making (seaweed ash fertilizer), fishing, 
and flax spinning could reduce poverty. Reform began slowly. The 1707 union 
with England opened English livestock markets to Scots, increasing Highlands 
cattle exports (traded for English flour), and potato, turnip, cabbage, and kale 
growing reduced subsistence crises by the 1770s. But neither fishing nor kelp 
farming employed many men. During the 1730s and 1740s a few landlords 
enclosed some land. The transportation of defeated soldiers to North America 
and the confiscation and sale of rebels’ land after the 1745 rebellion eroded the 
power of the clan chiefs, opening land for improvement. Although much land 
remained unenclosed, Highlands clearances—division of the strips into small- 
holdings, which sometimes turned arable into pasture—began in the 1760s, 
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throwing peasants off the land and driving them into “beggary, emigration, or 
near starvation.”*” 

Although by 1775 the dispossession of Scot peasants was far from complete, 
the number of landless families and cottars with tiny plots increased. They 
found new ways to support themselves, but they earned no more than half the 
wages of their counterparts in England and had to supplement those wages to 
support a family. Cottars, who enjoyed the right to graze a cow and cultivate a 
potato and vegetable patch, made up part of the deficiency, but wives and 
children of landless laborers had to work. Although women earned just half as 
much as men, their income from knitting, spinning, and harvesting provided 
the margin of subsistence, as the increasingly difficult conditions of the High- 
lands, where fewer women worked, attested.** 

Despite their growing numbers, poor people consumed adequate calories, 
protein, and nutrients, except vitamin C and calcium for children and lactating 
mothers. Three-quarters of their calories came from oats, which were eaten as 
meal, cakes, porridge, and brose (hot oatmeal boiled with cabbage). In most 
years cottars and laborers also ate cabbage, kale, potatoes, fish, a bit of meat in 
broth, a few eggs, skim milk and a little cheese and butter, and ale; Highlanders 
also ate mutton and more dairy products. When food prices soared in 1708-10, 
1739—41, 1755—57, 1762, 1765—66, and 1770-73, wages stagnated, and the higher 
price of all grains and continued costliness of meat made substitution impossi- 
ble. The growth of spinning and weaving combined with peasant dispossession 
to magnify the impact of high food prices; low yarn prices (of the 1730s, 1754- 
55, and 1772-74) often coincided with high food prices because most Scots had 
no money to buy cloth. Although the number of days farm laborers worked 
rose after mid-century, from 100-200 to 270, mitigating some of these costs, a 
worker able to feed his family one year might not survive the next without aid. 

When dearth struck, peasants poured into cities to get charity or public aid. 
Scottish poor relief, while not as ample as England’s, was better than Ireland’s. 
Since Scottish law did not mandate parish rates, aid was voluntary. Financed by 
Presbyterian kirk courts, church collections, and charity, Lowlands poor relief 
aided widows, orphans, and some vagrants. When crops failed in 1740-41 and 
1756-57, churches and towns took up special collections, landholders accepted 
voluntary assessments, and kirk sessions bought oatmeal to resell to the poor. 
Lowlands parishes fed their poor, but aid did not reach all hungry people, as 
food riots in the spring of 1741 attested. Aid, moreover, provided less than 
subsistence; the poor had to beg or grow some of their food. Officials often 
ignored the plight of the able-bodied poor (who had no right to aid) or tried 
to banish the vagrants, beggars, widows, and orphans—many of whom were 
Highlanders—who flooded their towns. Unable to get rid of the extra people, 
towns founded workhouses that gave them a bare subsistence, and sometimes 
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officials imposed an assessment on landowners. Northeast Lowlands and High- 
lands parishes gave less charity, assessed landowners less often, evicted a higher 
percentage of the poor, and more often required recipients to wear degrading 
badges; churches financed aid by selling pews and the effects of poor people.” 


Decaying Feudalism in German Lands 


German-speaking lands stood between a decaying feudalism and a not-yet- 
born capitalism. During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the Reforma- 
tion, warfare, market integration and the rise of a peasant land market, and the 
growth of population, of towns, of an urban middle class, and of a linen 
industry had thrust Germans into an increasingly modern world. Feudalism, 
however much eroded by these developments, nonetheless endured into the 
eighteenth century, providing income for the nobility, protecting some peasant 
property, and in some places retarding emigration. To understand why Ger- 
mans migrated to the British colonies, we need to examine briefly the develop- 
ment of the German agrarian and manufacturing economy. 

German peasants participated in local markets, or sold grain to cottagers or 
nearby towns, to pay taxes or fees to lord, state, and church. Villagers aimed at 
communal subsistence, marshaling crops, livestock, meadow, and woods to 
that end. Holding too little land to grow all the food their families needed, they 
engaged in intensive local exchange, combining agriculture and craft, and trad- 
ing cloth for rye or shoes for harvest labor. Such local exchange allowed them to 
set up and expand farms despite landlords’ practice of evicting peasants who 
fell into debt in years of poor harvests.*! 

Western German peasants lived in compact villages surrounded by open 
fields divided into narrow strips. As they reclaimed wastelands or forests or 
brought pastures into cultivation, they added more, usually shorter, strips, 
where they grew barley, oats, and rye. Villagers had rights to orchards, pastures, 
woods, and fields, where their livestock grazed on stubble and fallows. Despite 
the division of the commons on scattered farms, and enclosure orders in many 
places during the mid-eighteenth century, peasant families in much of western 
Germany and parts of eastern Germany continued to farm open fields and 
enjoy rights to common pasture.” 

The persistence of open fields and commons led to intense cooperation 
among the peasantry. Landholding peasants (except women, cottagers, and 
laborers) chose village officials and cooperated in planting, cultivating, and 
harvesting. Solidarity went deeper. Spinning bees—winter evening communal 
gatherings where young peasant women spun and young peasant men social- 
ized—persisted through the eighteenth century. The girls spun thread, making 
ribbons or yarn, for a “gift called the Brautrocken” for a local bride. This 
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sociability was replicated in other daily activities. In 1786 German writer Chris- 
tian Garve discovered that Silesian peasants “see each other every day, in all 
their farm labor—in summer in the fields, in winters in the barns and the 
spinning rooms.” With such regular association, peasants were “more adept at 
intercourse with their equals” than with higher social classes, who had “little 
more influence” over them. They defended their property with “invective and 
coarseness” whenever anyone trespassed on their fields or went “through their 
gardens . . . even when no damage” resulted.* 

The Thirty Years’ War (1618—48), with its orgy of pillaging and death, loos- 
ened feudal ties and reduced the German population by a third, from 15-19 
million in 1600 to 10-14 million by 1650. Peasants who survived the war did 
well. With so many abandoned farms, landless and land-poor peasants ac- 
quired holdings easily. It took a century for the population to recover: the 
German population reached 15-18 million in 1700, 17—20 million in 1750, and 
26 million in 1800. At first Germans repeopled abandoned lands, but popula- 
tion pressure reappeared, leading many to emigrate east to Prussia and Haps- 
burg lands. Such opportunities for land, along with the heightened power of 
the state (Prussia created land banks and distributed free seed to poor peasants) 
mitigated feudal dues and helped weaken feudal authority. Once the population 
recovered, however, peasants lost this leverage.“ 

A feudal legal system nonetheless persisted. Peasants lived in a world without 
private property. They coveted the liberties to stay on the land, use common 
fields and forests, and bequeath property. When states attempted to make land 
fully marketable in the mid-eighteenth century, peasants and lords both in- 
sisted they owned the land and forests. Eastern lords evicted the peasants, 
forcing them to become cottagers or wage laborers. Yet very few peasants 
achieved legal freedom, and lords still collected feudal fees and exacted annual 
labor services averaging seven weeks. As late as the 1770s, fees, taxes, and labor 
imposed an onerous burden on the peasantry, ranging from one-twelfth to 
more than half of the village’s farm product.# 

Most German peasants did keep their farms and pass them on to their 
children. Peasants in much of southwest Germany practiced partible inheri- 
tance, dividing land and other goods equally among all children. As the popu- 
lation surged in the mid-eighteenth century, the number of holdings sky- 
rocketed. Villages became so densely peopled that peasants took up marginal 
land and farmed ever smaller plots ever more intensively, planting more grains; 
experimenting with beans, cabbage, potatoes, flax, and clover; or reducing 
fallow, draining wasteland, or limiting grazing. By the end of the century, most 
peasants in partible regions held too little land for familial subsistence.*° 

With land scarce and holdings tiny, peasants gradually gathered enough 
property to marry. But since most sons of landed parents got a portion, no 
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matter how small, adult children saw little reason to work on their parents’ 
farm. Many became servants or farm laborers, boarding in the homes of others 
while saving for land. Men in partible villages rarely received a portion or 
inheritance until their mid-twenties, and they married, on average, at twenty- 
seven, taking women several years younger for wives. Parents provisionally gave 
plots to sons upon marriage, and a son could combine his tract with personal 
property his wife received from her parents. Knowing that the land they would 
inherit might not be enough for a farm, peasants in their thirties and forties 
traded and bought land, building their estates to support themselves and make 
a patrimony for their children.” 

Peasants in northern and eastern Germany gave all their land to one son. The 
chosen son sometimes had to buy the farm from his father, who used the 
money to finance his retirement and help his other children. Few peasants sold 
land in impartible regions, and those who did sold to sons, sons-in-law, daugh- 
ters, stepsons, or a widow’s new husband. As the population increased and land 
grew scarce, ever fewer children got land but, instead, emigrated or became 
cottagers. Cottagers made a bare living from their tiny gardens, day labor, 
spinning, and weaving; they had little work for their children, who left home in 
early adolescence to work as servants. By mid-century, cottagers had become 
the biggest class in impartible areas. In Saxony the proportion of landless 
families rose from one-fifth to two-fifths between 1550 and 1750. In Belm land- 
less cottager families grew from one-third to two-thirds between the mid- 
seventeenth and early nineteenth centuries. In Prussia, where so many emi- 
grants had found land, the landless class jumped from one-half early in the 
century to three-quarters by 1770.48 

With so little access to land, youths stayed at home and postponed marriage 
until their early thirties. The inheriting son stayed with his parents, helping on 
the farm and waiting for his father to retire or die. Unable to marry before he 
received his portion, he sometimes cohabited with his intended and sired an 
illegitimate child. Lacking opportunities to inherit farms, other children some- 
times stayed at home, even after marriage, and worked for their father or 
brother.” 

A resurgent textile industry provided a partial solution to underemploy- 
ment. Centered in marginal farming areas in eastern Switzerland, Westphalia, 
Rhineland, Swabia, Prussia, and Silesia, textiles employed countless peasants 
(one-third to two-thirds of some villages) to grow flax or to spin and weave on 
their farms. A few textile villages grew into small cities that attracted cottagers 
and smallholders. Although a few peasants made and sold their own yarn, 
contractors, who bought yarn and had it made into cloth, employed most of 
them. Textile manufacture served different purposes in impartible and partible 
inheritance regions. Household industry permitted cottagers and smallholders 
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in impartible areas to split their tiny plots, thus allowing children to marry and 
begin families and survive by combining vegetable gardens with wage labor. In 
partible regions, landholders supplemented their crops with sporadic wage 
labor, especially in the slack winter season. Spinners and weavers—mostly part- 
time workers who supplemented their farm labor—worked only until they 
attained subsistence, preferring, in the words of a 1768 observer, to “work less 
[rather] than earn more by working harder.” Despite population growth and 
reduced landed resources, labor shortages thereby grew, leading officials to 
employ children in textiles.*° 

As the textile industry grew, families looking for work flocked to textile 
villages, and farming receded. While the population of farming regions of 
Zurich canton stagnated between 1700 and 1771, areas of industry and agricul- 
ture rose two-thirds. The proportion of landholding peasants in the linen- 
weaving village of Großschönau, Saxony, declined from one-third of 100 house- 
holders in 1587 to only one-twelfth of 400 householders in 1730; cottagers, most 
of whom spun or wove linen, grew from two-thirds to eleven-twelfths, and 
lodgers (also weavers) doubled. Entire families spun or wove, using their own 
wheels and looms, as two Zurich villages in the 1760s show. In Hausen, a 
herding and cotton-spinning village, three-tenths of the households engaged 
solely in spinning; a similar number combined farming and spinning, but only 
a tenth farmed exclusively. Families in Oetwil performed more varied work, 
spinning and weaving cotton and combing silk. Village women worked almost 
solely in textiles. Farmwives wove cotton cloth, wives of poor men spun, and 
wives of textile workers did both. Peasant sons helped out on the farm; farm 
daughters and children of textile workers and artisans spun or wove with their 
mothers.>! 

Towns and cities, the hallmark of capitalism, developed more slowly in 
German-speaking lands than in Britain, and even in 1800 just one in eighteen 
Germans lived in cities. A few cities grew rapidly. Berlin, the largest German- 
speaking city, had 90,000 people in 1750 and 150,000 in 1800, making it one- 
seventh the size of London. Most towns, however, remained small. Krefeld, a 
village of 400 souls in 1625, became a textile center and reached a population of 
1,900 in 1716, 3,900 in 1750, and 6,500 in 1793. The population of Barmen grew 
from 2,000 to 16,000 over the eighteenth century.*? 

Although crushing poverty, similar to that of Ireland or the Highlands, 
remained the lot of Germans, they ate enough food to sustain farmwork (two 
pounds of grain daily, providing 2,800 calories), except when harvests failed. 
Those unable to grow rye subsisted on oat or barley cakes or porridge, reserving 
bread for holidays. Peasants tended small fields of legumes, vegetables, and 
potatoes and raised cattle, pigs, and chickens, adding vegetables, milk, soups, 
cheese, and a little smoked pork to their diet. Grain prices climbed as the 
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population rose, leaving cottagers and laborers, who had to buy grain, facing 
malnutrition. When food grew expensive, laborers skimped on housing and 
clothing. German villages, Thomas Jefferson observed in 1788, “seem to be 
falling down,” their houses made “of mud, . . . all covered with thatch” or “of 
scantling [timber], filled in wicker and morter, and covered either with thatch 
or tiles.” J. M. von Loen, a friend of Goethe, lamented in 1768 that peasants were 
“hardly to be distinguished from the cattle they raise”; not only did “children 
run around half naked and call to every passer-by for alms,” but “their parents 
have scarcely a rag on their backs.” Moreover, “their barns are empty and their 
cottages threaten to collapse at any moment.” 

As the lot of the poor deteriorated, illegitimacy and infanticide grew. Villages 
and cities filled with vagrants, prostitutes, journeymen looking for work, petty 
criminals, and beggars demanding alms. Injured Berlin-born journeyman 
butcher Johann Kastner (and a female friend) tramped from city to city during 
the 1770s demanding alms from town fathers and city guilds, paying tiny sums 
to poor city families for lodging, and stopping to beg food and a night’s lodging 
from peasants en route. To deal with vagrants, cities instituted patrols to expel 
beggars and set up prisons and workhouses for those who remained. Reformers 
believed that education might inculcate good habits and reduce poverty, but 
their efforts were futile. Beggars multiplied, and workhouses employed tiny 
numbers; the few children who attended schools left at planting and harvest 
times; and rural people remained overwhelmingly illiterate.*4 

The stagnant economy locked people into perpetual poverty, but the paternal 
relation between ruler and ruled mitigated disaster. German states avoided 
mass starvation during the poor weather and crop failures of 1740—41. Prices of 
rye, the major bread grain, did rise, triggering a few urban food riots; city 
epidemics of typhus, dysentery, and smallpox; and isolated famines. Yet even 
though mortality rose, no severe crisis like that in Ireland ensued. Public relief, 
especially the granaries in Prussia and towns outside Prussia, bread distributed 
free to the poor, and grain imports, reduced suffering.” 


Migration and Emigration 


Over the eighteenth century the poor improved their living standards in En- 
gland, the Scottish Lowlands, and Ulster; the Catholic Irish, Scot Highlanders, 
and Germans sank deeper into penury. Unsurprisingly, Irish, Highlanders, and 
Germans most often emigrated to North America. Unable to afford the high 
cost of emigration, the poor—except unmarried indentured servants—stayed at 
home. Smallholders, fearful of losing their leases or land but owning sufficient 
property to finance migration, predominated among emigrants. 

Youths took the first step in a process that led to emigration to the colonies 
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when they left home to work as servants or moved to towns; but often booming 
economies allowed them to find jobs without emigrating, and if they did not, 
they might yet live on family wages, common rights, or poor relief. Like their 
grandparents, English peasants and laborers moved to escape unemployment 
or enclosure, or to seek their fortunes. Youths worked as servants in the neigh- 
borhood; families tramped the countryside in a small circuit looking for work, 
or moved to a nearby town, where kin had preceded them, or to London. Many 
wound up in Lancashire, where the population doubled from the 1660s to 1750, 
and two-thirds or more worked in manufacturing or mining. Half of the farm- 
ers and artisans in Yorkshire (in the far north) in the late eighteenth century 
moved before siring a child, usually to an adjacent village or town; two-thirds of 
the laborers, less tied to the land, did so. Three-fifths of the wives of farmers and 
craftsmen moved, and more of them traveled over ten miles. Despite the preva- 
lence of short moves, long distance migration was common; between 1700 and 
1780, over 1 million people moved between counties.*° 

Remarkably few Englishmen and even fewer Englishwomen emigrated to the 
colonies, just 72,000 between 1700 and 1775, or 12 per 1,000 over the entire 
period. They hardly represented a cross-section of the populace. Between 1773 
and 1776 nearly all English emigrants were unmarried; just 15 percent worked in 
agriculture, while over half were craftsmen and one-sixth were laborers. More- 
over, half the emigrants were convicts, mostly common felons from London 
and surrounding regions; many were facing execution and received pardons on 
the condition that they go to the colonies. Overwhelmingly male (four-fifths), 
young (three-quarters between fifteen and twenty-nine), and unskilled (two- 
thirds or more), they resented the fourteen-year enslavement they faced and 
longed only to return to England.*” 

Nearly all the rest (25,000, or just 333 a year) came as indentured servants. So 
few came, in part, because they heard that servants suffered hard usage and that 
few men could get land or open a shop. Mostly from London and over nine- 
tenths men under age twenty-five, servants usually possessed specialized skills 
needed by large southern planters or city businessmen. Many servants, like 
William Moraley, had lost their fathers and were left without “friends or rela- 
tions” in England to help them. They stayed home when London wages were 
decent and ventured to the colonies when opportunities and wages dropped. 
Conditions in England in the 1770s especially ignited servant emigration. Com- 
ing to London for the reputedly high wages there, craftsmen had great difficulty 
landing jobs. Hardly London’s most debased proletarians, over two-thirds of 
the 1,895 men who left London as indentured servants in 1773—76 were crafts- 
men, mostly journeymen who had suffered extended periods of casual employ- 
ment and unemployment. Even then, the vast majority suffered in London 
rather than risk colonial service.** 
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Perhaps 9,000 English emigrants (120 a year), mostly farm families and 
artisans, paid for their own passage. Many, like the Quakers of Cumberland 
County (in the far north), had kindred, friends, or commercial ties to the 
colonies. Most years only a few families and individuals emigrated, but between 
1773 and 1776, 1,643 free immigrants—three-fifths of them residents of northern 
counties—left England for North America. Two-thirds of those from Yorkshire 
came in family groups, more than three times the average. Nearly half of the 
Yorkshire men were farmers, and only three-tenths were artisans. Threatened 
by rising rents and fearful of plunging living standards, hundreds of freeholders 
or substantial tenants sold their property and emigrated to America in 1774. A 
large majority, recruited by agents or enticed by newspaper articles, went to 
Nova Scotia to “seek a better livelihood” and to take up cheap land.*? 

Unlike England, Ireland sent growing numbers of people to North America. 
This was a remarkable change, for “scarcity of people,” an English official had 
lamented in 1686, was Ireland’s “greatest want.” Ulster had been the internal 
frontier for Protestant England and Scotland: 180,000 English and Welsh immi- 
grants and 80,000 to 130,000 Scots went to Ireland during the seventeenth 
century. Although the English and Welsh lived in the towns and on scattered 
plantations all over the island, the Scots concentrated their settlements in east- 
ern and northern Ulster, thereby dividing the country into two distinct and 
increasingly antagonistic sections.© 

Although fewer people emigrated from Ireland to North America in the 
eighteenth than the nineteenth century, as many as 150,000 people (60 per 1,000 
over the first three-quarters of the century) came. Why did descendants of Scot 
immigrants and smaller numbers of Catholics and Anglo-Irish go to the colo- 
nies? Famines and depressions, rising poverty and the lack of poor relief, fear of 
loss of land and downward mobility, population growth, and rack-renting 
landlords bent on profits thrust the Irish from their island; opportunities for 
land attracted them to the colonies. The Ulster Irish more often sought oppor- 
tunities; the poor, male, Catholic immigrants left to escape difficult conditions. 

Two streams of emigrants reached the mainland colonies from Ireland. By 
the 1760s at least two-thirds of Ireland’s population was Catholic. One might 
expect that Catholic cottiers and townfolk—the most deprived group—would 
dominate the migrant pool. But three-fifths, mostly Presbyterians, came from 
Ulster; a tenth may have been Anglo-Irish and Quakers; and the rest were 
Catholics, mostly from the south. Unlike the prosperous Anglo-Irish landlord, 
middleman, and urban merchant class, Presbyterians feared losing their prop- 
erty. In the 1770s some Ulster emigrants had little money, but others sold their 
leases or subleases and took as much as £20 to £40 with them. With this money 
they paid their family’s passage. They anticipated getting land and enjoying 
religious toleration, welcome relief from the mild persecution they faced in 
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Ireland, where they were prevented from holding public office and where mar- 
riages performed by their clergy were illegal. Poor Catholics, in contrast, had 
almost no assets, expected few opportunities in the colonies, and confronted 
prejudice as soon as they landed. Those who could rent a tiny potato patch 
stayed. But 13,000 poor people, mostly Catholic convicts, transported from 
Dublin to America between 1718 and 1775 had no choice. Most other Catholic 
emigrants had lived in a town and learned craft skills before indenturing them- 
selves for colonial service.°! 

Poor harvests, famines, and rising land costs motivated the Irish to leave 
during the late 1710s, late 1720s, 1740s, late 1760s, and early 1770s, times of the 
heaviest emigration. A halving of transit costs from the 1730s to the 1770s made 
emigration more affordable for those paying their own way and may have 
reduced service time for indentured servants by lessening the contracted debt. 
About 4,500 Irish emigrated in the late 1710s because of poor harvests, increased 
rents, and (for Presbyterians) religious persecution. The 5,000—15,000 Ulster 
emigrants who left during the famine years of the late 1720s gave other rea- 
sons—high rents, short leases, tithe collection—as well. The famine of the 1740s 
led to renewed emigration. Crop failures (1765-67), skyrocketing prices for 
bread, collapse of the linen industry (1769) that made “weavers turn labourers,” 
and escalating rents impelled 45,000 to leave Ulster and 16,000 to emigrate from 
the south from 1760 to 1775. One Ulster protester in the 1770s directly linked 
prohibitive rents with emigration, complaining that tenants faced “the melan- 
choly prospect of being turn’d out of their possessions and obliged to remove 
their numerous families to America.” 

Scots migrated to the mainland colonies more often than the English but less 
often than the Irish, in part because they could find opportunities in towns and 
the textile industry. To find work, Scots moved from parish to parish, High- 
lands to Lowlands, and farm to town. Most migrants moved in a ten-mile 
circuit, but many Highlanders went south each summer, hoping for aid until 
the harvest. Nearly all adolescent sons and daughters of cottars (but fewer 
children of tenants) left home to work as servants-in-husbandry, staying a year 
or two before moving to another parish. Edinburgh and Glasgow attracted 
thousands of rural folk. Men of humble origins traveled about fifty miles to 
Edinburgh, and apprentices covered thirty-two miles; but increasing numbers 
had left the distant Highlands. Over 30,000 young women came to eighteenth- 
century Edinburgh; many worked as domestic servants while harvest laborers 
congregated in town. Although most women coming to Edinburgh moved 
from nearby areas, increasing numbers came from the Highlands, lured by 
higher wages. 

About 60,000 Scots (46 per 1,000 per year) emigrated to British North Amer- 
ica between 1700 and 1775. Displaced by improving farmers, angry at rent in- 
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creases, and expecting more opportunity in North America than on a nearby 
farm or town, they hoped to assuage their land hunger. Although 1,700 Scots— 
700 criminals and 1,000 Highland rebels after the 1715 and 1745 revolts— 
suffered transportation to North America, the rest came seeking land. Just 150 a 
year arrived between 1700 and 1730, but more—850 a year—came between 1730 
and 1760. Emigration quickened in the 1760s and 1770s after smallholders had 
been evicted or feared dispossession. About 30,000 arrived in the fifteen years 
before the American Revolution, especially from 1768 to 1775, as many as in the 
preceding six decades. 

Scots who emigrated left usually during times of dearth or depression, such 
as the early 1740s in the Highlands and northeast, and the early 1770s, which 
were times of rising rents as well. After the financial crisis of 1772, Lowlands 
weavers and other artisans were unable to get credit or sell their services; 
Highlanders flooded the colonies after the crop failures, low cattle prices, and 
cattle diseases of 1771, which coincided with rent increases and the first clear- 
ances. Despite persecution and financial support from the Catholic Church, 
Catholic Highlanders refused to emigrate to Canada until 1772, and even then 
few families left. 

Lowlanders and Highlanders emigrated at different times. Nine-tenths of the 
pre-1760 emigrants came from the Lowlands, but 15,000 Highlanders emigrated 
between 1760 and 1775. Lowlanders spread through the colonies but concen- 
trated in New Jersey, where 2,000 arrived between the 1720s and the 1740s; 
Highlander settlement centered in New York, North Carolina, and the Cana- 
dian maritime provinces. Although Lowlanders organized several land com- 
panies in the early 1770s, bought land, and migrated together, the rest came as 
individuals (including indentured servants to Pennsylvania or the Chesapeake) 
or in family groups. Highlanders often came as part of larger communal groups 
under the direction of tacksmen bent on settling big tracts of land they had 
already purchased.© 

We know most about the emigrants of 1773—76. Over half migrated in family 
groups; others followed kindred or neighbors. A few Highlanders “too poor to 
pay” sold “themselves for their passage, preferring temporary bondage in a 
strange land to starving for life in their native soil,” but six-sevenths paid their 
passage. Few of the rural poor of the Lowlands emigrated. A fifth of the men 
(but half the household heads) worked in agriculture; half were craftsmen, 
mostly in textiles; and a fifth were laborers, most young indentured servants. 
Textile workers left because they feared poverty; other artisans sought land 
or higher wages. In contrast, more than two-fifths of the Highlanders were 
farmers, and more than one-third were laborers, mostly in agriculture. When 
improving landlords oppressed tenants with increased labor services or raised 
rents so high that they feared displacement, subtenants and tenants sold their 
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livestock, crops, and household goods to pay for the voyage; tacksmen, fearful 
that their leases would not be renewed or that subletting would be banned, 
departed as well.°’ 

Dissatisfied German peasants, like those in Britain, could emigrate, but Ger- 
man states, worried about losing population and taxes, put roadblocks in their 
way. Emigrants had to settle all debts and taxes. Free emigrants had to pay large 
fees for permission to depart and to take property with them, and serfs—a 
substantial part of the populace—had to pay manumission fees amounting to 
14—25 percent of their property. Unsurprisingly, most legal immigrants were 
middling peasants who could sell their belongings. A few states forgave taxes for 
those who moved to neighboring provinces or allowed free emigration. In 
heavily populated partible inheritance regions, most emigrants had to pay, but 
authorities sometimes allowed the very poor (who paid few taxes) to leave 
without paying. Far more peasants tried to leave illegally by smuggling them- 
selves and their property out of their homeland.® 

Despite these fees, a third of eighteenth-century German and Swiss adults— 
more than 14 million people—moved within Germany. They sought work as 
servants or textile workers, went to a nearby town, tramped the countryside 
looking for day labor or begging, migrated seasonally to harvest crops or mine 
coal, or joined an army. Rural craftsmen, landless peasants, and those with tiny 
plots or insecure leases moved more often than those with enough land for 
subsistence and secure leases. Most went short distances, often within one 
jurisdiction, thereby avoiding departure fees, but large numbers—more than in 
Britain—covered long distances, moving eastward or going to a distant city, 
seeking a place where they could practice their faith. Armies provided oppor- 
tunities for hundreds of thousands of unmarried, poor young men. Although 
many of these men were transients or servants, any man without full-time farm 
or craft labor, even sons of landed peasants, joined these mercenary armies. 

Prohibitions against emigration and labor recruiting failed to stem the tide. 
Seeking to live in German-governed lands, 737,000 Germans (most from the 
southwest) moved east from 1680 to the late eighteenth century: 300,000 went 
to Prussia; 350,000, to Hungary; 50,000, to Poland; and 37,000, to Russia. About 
335,000 Swiss emigrated over the century; two-fifths joined foreign armies, 
while others moved to eastern Europe. Governments in Prussia, Hungary, Aus- 
tria, and Russia offered inducements to attract Germans who shared their 
religion. Catholics went to Hungary and Poland; Protestants, to Prussia. Fred- 
erick the Great used troops to drain fenlands and founded 900 new villages to 
house peasant and artisan immigrants; in 1770-71 he welcomed 40,000 refugees 
fleeing crop failures. Russia set up recruiting centers and offered land, livestock, 
and tax remissions.”° 

Thus Germans had little reason to cross the ocean. About 110,000 Germans— 


DEPRIVATION, DESIRE, AND EMIGRATION 


189 


less than an eighth of the emigrant pool—went to the mainland colonies be- 
tween 1700 and 1775; most were from the regions of southwest Germany that 
sent migrants eastward. Similarly, less than one-fourteenth of eighteenth- 
century Swiss emigrants (25,000) landed in the mainland colonies. Some vil- 
lages and regions, of course, sent more. The Neckar region of the Palatinate, the 
Western Palatinate, and Saarland send hundreds of families, but three-quarters 
to nine-tenths of the emigrants, even from these places, moved eastward.7! 

A few Germans, mostly members of family groups, reached the colonies 
early in the century, but large numbers did not land until the late 1730s and 
early 1740s, mostly from southwest German principalities. Swiss emigration 
peaked between 1734 and 1744, when about half the immigrants arrived; over 
half (60,000) of German emigrants arrived from 1748 to 1754. German emigra- 
tion slowed to a trickle in the mid-1750s; during the 1760s, 930 arrived each year, 
and nearly 1,000 came in the early 1770s. War and peace, along with the lure of 
eastern destinations, explain the timing of Atlantic emigration. The surge of 
German emigrants of the late 1740s came after the war of Austrian succession 
ended, and the flow almost stopped during the Seven Years’ War. In contrast, 
German emigration to Hungary peaked in the mid- to late 1760s, and Germans 
migrated most heavily to Prussia from 1745 to 1755 and 1763 to 1788.” 

Why, then, would Germans go to America, rather than Prussia? Emigrants 
headed for North America left southwest Germany and the Rhineland to escape 
poor harvests, taxes, and debts. Indebtedness and the lack of prospects (for 
younger children in impartible inheritance regions and those with little land in 
partible regions) motivated some; recruiters and the success of previous emi- 
grants enticed others. But recruiters could persuade only those who were dis- 
satisfied with their prospects and unwilling to go east. Turning down Prussian 
“money for travel and as much land as in America,” one south German peasant 
chose America, with its higher costs. “But, oh, what is a free inhabitant com- 
pared to a slave or serf?” And “what pleasure would a man have in” Prussia 
where “he has to work himself to death for an overlord, and where his sons are 
at no hour safe from the miserable soldier’s life?” Such arguments persuaded 
few, for most preferred Prussia. Education was crucial. Unlike most peasants, 
migrants to North America were educated. One-half to four-fifths of adult male 
German immigrants to Pennsylvania from 1730 to 1775 were literate, able to 
read about American freedom and eastern serfdom.” 


The Process of Emigration 


How did British and German emigrants find out about the English colonies, 
decide to emigrate, and finance their voyage? As we have seen, European alter- 
natives to North American immigration abounded, in burgeoning cities, grow- 
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ing industries, or expanding European frontiers. Immigrants to mainland Brit- 
ish America were thus a special, self-selected group. Colonial agents scouted 
villages and towns for Protestant emigrants, exaggerating colonial prospects. 
Newspaper advertisements and books and pamphlets depicting a colonial para- 
dise (some in German) circulated widely. Leaders of radical sects sought refuge 
and land in the colonies, promising to settle outlying areas in return for free 
land. To rid their lands of poor people dependent on charity, officials sent im- 
migrants over. After they arrived, most immigrants moved westward, squatted 
on Indian land, and fought Indians and land speculators to acquire legal titles. 
And after they made farms, immigrants wrote home, tempting kin and neigh- 
bors to join them. 

Colonial governments and private companies competed for foreign Protes- 
tants, especially the Germans they believed made reliable farmers. They used a 
variety of techniques: setting aside land at good terms for immigrants, sending 
agents to Britain or to German states, circulating favorable pamphlets, and 
engaging in newspaper campaigns. From the 1680s to the 1720s, William Penn’s 
British and Rotterdam agents scoured the countryside for emigrants, circulat- 
ing Penn’s writings and helping emigrants arrange their trip. In 1727, almost a 
decade after Penn died, his promotional pamphlets still circulated and attracted 
immigrants seeking land and religious freedom. Because of his promotional 
campaign, the Massachusetts governor asserted in 1742, Pennsylvania had 
“within a few years, most surprizingly increased and flourished beyond all 
other of his Majesty’s Colonies in North-America.”” 

Mid-eighteenth-century South Carolina campaigned as vigorously as Penn to 
get European Protestants. The colony surveyed nine frontier townships between 
the 1720s and 1760s and gave them to Ulster Irish, Swiss, and German emigrants. 
Recruiters got land in return for transporting families; all families received land 
and most livestock, tools, and food until the first crop came in. The colony relied 
on recruiters, but raising money proved hard. French-Swiss aristocrat Jean 
Purry stranded over 300 Swiss emigrants in 1726 when his financing evaporated. 
Nonetheless, he founded Purrysburg, the first and most successful township, 
bringing several hundred Swiss farmers in the early 1730s.” 

Georgia’s founders engaged in a similar campaign. During the 1730s and 
early 1740s they hired the German commissioner of the Society for the Propaga- 
tion of Christian Knowledge to gather a shipload of Austrian Salzburgers, who 
had been exiled by their Catholic prince. Georgia founder James Oglethorpe 
orchestrated a newspaper campaign in London and Edinburgh, published pro- 
motional tracts, and sent agents to the Scottish Highlands. Georgia trustees, 
partly financed by Parliament, paid the passage of emigrants from Salzburg and 
Scotland and promised to support free emigrants for a year and set up a farm 
for them complete with cow and calf. Between 1764 and 1767, Georgia (now a 
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royal colony) promised to give a township to any group of forty or more 
Protestant families. Ulster promoter John Rea brought over 107 people, some of 
whom settled newly organized Queensborough Township, while others sailed 
to Charleston and got South Carolina land.” 

Once a colony’s reputation had been secured, private recruiters made re- 
peated efforts to get farmers to emigrate. Irish immigrant Sir William Johnson, 
the New York Indian trader and land speculator, sent sixteen Ulster Irish fam- 
ilies to Glen in 1740 and more in the 1760s. In the 1750s, large Ulster landowner 
Arthur Dobbs, sometime North Carolina governor, got a huge parcel of land in 
the colony and brought over several shiploads of emigrants. In 1773, Highlands 
merchant John Ross mounted an intensive advertising campaign and per- 
suaded 300 emigrants to leave. 

A failed recruiting effort uncovers the intensity of competition for immi- 
grants. In 1764, German recruiter Johann Heinrich Christian von Stiimpel pro- 
cured 20,000 acres in Nova Scotia; in return he had to bring 200 settlers within 
ten years and give them land. While waiting for his grant von Stiimpel recruited 
300 families, but most left for Russia before the grant was finalized. He then 
recruited another 400 colonists, who never got to Nova Scotia because von 
Stiimpel ran off with their money. Stranded in London and living in tents, they 
became objects of charity—and prospects for recruiters for Russia, Maine, Geor- 
gia, and South Carolina. South Carolina agents made the best offer; they not only 
paid the Germans’ passage but gave them their own frontier township.” 

Promotional literature and newspaper accounts extolling new colonies, 
some wildly unrealistic, circulated throughout Britain and Europe. Jean Purry 
printed two accounts of his settlement in 1731 praising the soil and fauna and 
blaming early deaths on the settlers. When he returned to Switzerland in 1733, 
he published enthusiastic letters from the initial settlers. Pastor John Boltzius, 
a Salzburger living in Georgia, wrote voluminous and honest letters to his 
Lutheran superior that were full of practical advice to potential immigrants. 
Four volumes of his missive were printed between 1735 and 1767. In 1773 an 
anonymous Scot writer appealed to Highlanders with tales of North Carolina’s 
thick vegetation, rich crops, and abundant land farmed by Highlander emi- 
grants. The next year Alexander Thomson extolled Pennsylvania in a pamphlet 
aimed at the Scots. In it he lamented worsening conditions in Scotland and 
related how he had built a large estate for himself and his many sons on fertile 
land in the central part of the province. With less justification, during the late 
1760s Florida promoters printed pamphlets praising the colony’s climate and 
soil, conveniently forgetting that much of the land was an impenetrable swamp. 
The most dishonest pamphlets inspired some trust, for they were embedded in 
a rhetoric of American abundance, opportunity, equality, and familial indepen- 
dence that permeated serious European and American works about the colo- 
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nies. The few people who read these works talked with their neighbors, but- 
tressing promoters’ stories and spreading emigration fever.”* 

Successful immigrants returning home on business or for a visit became 
potent recruiters. “Newlanders” regularly went back to Germany to settle es- 
tates and collect bequests for themselves and others—and to praise America. At 
first they came on their own. But soon recruiters hired them, paying their way. 
They brought letters from other immigrants that presented a misleadingly 
glowing account of the colonies, praised colonial freedom from feudal restric- 
tions, and recommended emigration enthusiastically. They told tales of abun- 
dant and cheap land, large farms, and low taxes but ignored the steep price of 
developed land and the Indian threat inland. Despite occasionally cheating 
trusting emigrants or taking all their money as fees for information about 
America, Newlanders achieved so much success, especially between 1749 and 
1754, that some governments banned them. Irish Quaker immigrant traveling 
ministers gave similar glowing accounts of asylum and opportunity in Pennsyl- 
vania when they went back to Ireland on missionary trips, as did other Quakers 
returning to marry, conduct business, or visit relatives.” 

Literate immigrants sent glowing reports home, urging kin and friends to 
come. Irish Quaker Robert Parke migrated to Chester County, Pennsylvania, 
with his father and other kin in 1724; in early 1726 he wrote to his sister Mary 
Valentine in Ireland. He attacked as “utterly false” rumors that they were dissat- 
isfied, writing, “There is not one of the family but what likes the country very 
well ..., it being the best country for working folk & tradesmen of any in the 
world.” He reported land prices that grew “dearer every year by Reason of Vast 
Quantities of People that come here yearly from Several Parts of the world”; 
their father’s purchase of land; the family’s bountiful crops of “oats, barley, . . . 
hemp, Indian Corn & buckwheat”; and the “Extraordinary Plenty” found at the 
biweekly Philadelphia market “where Country people bring in their com- 
modities.” Hoping that his sister might join them, he explained how to get over 
and what to bring. In spring 1728 Valentine and her husband did emigrate. 
Similarly, the Georgia Salzburgers, their pastor reported in 1734 soon after their 
arrival, “show[ed] a great desire to see their compatriots arrive since they hope 
for much help and a lessening of the burden from them.” As the colony pros- 
pered, Salzburgers wrote “to their Favourers, Friends, Relations, & Country- 
men in Germany & Prussia” relating “what good things & Preferences they 
enjoy.” Still pining for his kin, Ruprecht Steiner wrote his brother-in-law in 
November 1738, urging him to come and praising the “rich harvest this year” 
and the “plenty of bread,” recounting his property—“seventy head of cattle and 
48 acres of good land,” enough “so we can eat our own bread.”®° 

The most persuasive pamphlets and letters struck a balance between unstint- 
ing praise and realistic appraisal, correcting the biased reports of those who 
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attacked emigration while admitting that problems did exist. The climate was 
mild and the crop yields high, but the mosquitoes were plentiful, forests impen- 
etrable, and winters long and cold. Some letter writers proffered explicit advice 
about what to bring, what crops to grow, and how to make farms in America. 
James Whitelaw, agent for a Scot company that bought land in Vermont, told 
his father how colonists planted corn, girded trees, and tilled land. Disap- 
pointed at crop yields, he nonetheless regaled the company with tales of the 
exotic crops the soil would grow. 

Over and over, letter writers called America the “best poor man’s country.” 
But servants, some correspondents admitted, faced heavy toil with little com- 
pensation. In contrast, those who paid their own way could rent a few acres 
immediately and soon buy land, unencumbered by heavy taxes or fees. Those 
who brought savings with them could get land immediately. If land in older 
areas cost too much, cheap land in the backcountry allowed a man to rent a 
farm, save money, and acquire hundreds of acres for himself and his sons. Scot 
factor John Campbell informed his cousin, a medical student, that the high 
price of land in southern Maryland made it a poor risk unless one had prop- 
erty; but he added that one could work for high wages and soon rent a farm in 
tobacco country cheaply, raise livestock, get a good crop without great labor, 
and then buy cheap land on the Virginia frontier. Others insisted that immi- 
grants must be willing to work hard and—once they got frontier land—live 
isolated from neighbors while they assiduously cleared land, aided only by 
their sons.*! 

A majority of emigrants could not afford emigration costs—travel to a port, 
loss of income en route, ship fare. Germans, who had to pay heavy taxes and 
fees before they could leave, tried to smuggle out property, hoping to sell it and 
use the proceeds to finance food, lodging, and tolls en route. To pay for the rest, 
emigrants agreed to become indentured servants or redemptioners. During the 
early 1770s three-fifths of the southern Irish, one-half to three-fifths of the Ger- 
mans, one-half of the English, one-quarter of the Scots, and one-tenth to one- 
fifth of the immigrants from Ulster who came to Pennsylvania were servants. 

The redemptioner system resembled indentured servitude. Both were meth- 
ods whereby immigrants could pay for passage by working as servants for a 
term of years. Under the indenture system, merchants bartered space and 
provisions for the right to sell the migrant’s labor upon arrival. The shipper 
risked not recovering his costs, but in turn, the servant could neither choose his 
master nor negotiate the contract. In contrast, shippers loaned redemptioners 
the cost of passage. The migrant, who assumed the risk, had two weeks to find 
kindred or landsmen to pay his debt; if he were unsuccessful, he had to sell 
himself (and maybe his family) to repay the shipper. This system gave migrants 
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greater choice of masters and terms of service and allowed immigrant families 
to stay together. As early as the 1740s all German servants—peasants who had 
enough property to pay manumission fines and finance movement through 
Europe—but just an eighth of Irish servants came as redemptioners. From 1771 
to 1773, this system predominated among British servants who reached Phila- 
delphia: all the Scots, half the English and Ulster servants, and a fifth of the 
southern Irish signed redemptioner contracts.*” 

Servant recruiters could be found all over Britain and Germany. London— 
the biggest market—swarmed with them. When William Moraley considered 
emigrating, he came to the Royal Exchange, read “the printed Advertisements 
fix’d against the Walls of the Ships bound to America,” and was promptly 
“accosted” by a recruiter who bought him “two Pints of Beer” and “pro- 
posed ... an American Voyage.” In the 1770s a few London merchants found 
servants in register offices and hiring halls, but only the most desperate men 
frequented them. Most agents scoured public houses or went to Gravesend, 
London’s exit port, and selected servants there from among those who wanted 
to emigrate. Agents also searched Scotland and Ireland for servants. As early as 
1729, “masters and owners of ships” in Ireland would “send agents to markets 
and fairs and public advertisements through the country.” Once he found a 
prospect, the agent negotiated terms (years served and wages to be paid) and 
prepared the servant contract. Pennsylvania, Georgia, Massachusetts, and other 
colonies hired merchant agents in Rotterdam; sent recruiters to the Palatine, 
Lower Rhineland, and Holland; and advertised in German newspapers. Big 
Rotterdam merchants hired agents to entice families to emigrate, recruited 
Rhine boatmen to deliver the emigrants to Rotterdam, petitioned for free 
passage across Holland to Rotterdam when the emigrants arrived at the border, 
and outfitted the vessels. Hope and Company even paid servants’ expenses— 
food, shelter, passports, fees, and tolls—on their trip from Germany to Rotter- 
dam. Smaller merchants, unwilling to pay such fees, tried to entice emigrants in 
Rotterdam with lower prices for the voyage. 

Once they agreed to emigrate, servants faced great misery. Cooped together 
with several dozen (among the Irish) or several hundred (among the Germans) 
other migrants in the crowded steerage between decks and fed oatmeal, stale 
bread, a little meat and cheese, and rancid water, some became ill, and a few 
died en route. Four percent of German immigrants to Pennsylvania died on the 
voyage, but more than twice as many children (9 percent) died; the annual 
mortality of 162 per 1,000 adults and 440 per 1,000 children was far higher than 
in all but the worst famine years. Conditions improved over time, and mer- 
chants who wanted to make profits learned to provision ships more adequately. 
Between 1727 and 1754 the percentage of Germans ill on landing at Philadelphia 
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dropped two-fifths, from one in fifteen to one in twenty-five. Despite this 
appalling mortality, potential servants judged their risk of death slight and 
signed on in large numbers.*4 

Arrival brought the new anxiety of sale. Sellers of servants tried to dispose of 
their charges quickly. Buyers probed for skills and strength, each getting one or 
two farmers or mechanics; women and unskilled boys languished for weeks. 
The merchant lumped together those who remained after several months and 
sold them to a wholesaler at discounted prices. Pennsylvania immigrant Gott- 
lieb Mittelberger, an organist and choirmaster, observed the more humane 
redemptioner sales. Some fortunate souls found kin or friends to bail them out; 
“the others, who lack the money to pay, have to remain on board until they are 
purchased.” On sale days English and German buyers “come from Philadel- 
phia” and places as much as “forty hours’ journey and go on board the newly 
arrived vessel.” After picking healthy men or families, they negotiated a three- 
to six-year contract “in order to pay off their passage, the whole amount of 
which they generally still owe.” Families often suffered separation, especially 
when “the husband or the wife died at sea,” leaving the survivor to pay for the 
deceased’s passage. To keep parents and small children together, some families 
had teenage children take on indentures to pay for others in the family, but 
most had to serve. During the 1740s two-fifths of German redemptioner fam- 
ilies kept children, most under age four, with them without obligation, but 
three-tenths of families who avoided service paid part of their debt by giving 
their children up for service. Kin or friends paid the passage of 1 in 15 of the 
248 Germans who arrived in Philadelphia on the Britannia in 1771; another 
third settled their debts, and the rest had to put themselves or their children 
into service.’ 

Once sold, servants marched to their sometimes distant new homes. A third 
of the German redemptioners who arrived between 1771 and 1773 stayed in 
Philadelphia; most of the rest went to southeastern Pennsylvania, one-quarter 
of them to four heavily German counties. Although landsmen bought many 
servants, German families often suffered separation, as advertisements for lost 
servant kin in German-language newspapers attest. A third of British servants, 
mostly Irish, worked in Philadelphia, and another three-tenths were placed in 
adjacent, heavily British counties; only a sixth went to heavily German counties. 
Since Chesapeake planters or merchants sought skilled servants, many of them 
landed in Maryland or Virginia. Servants with the necessary skills—carpenters 
and ironworkers, for example—sold quickly, but jobbers carried the less skilled 
from port towns to the Piedmont or the Shenandoah Valley backcountry to 
find buyers. Those unfortunates who fell into the hands of jobbers endured 
more sale days of poking and probing after they arrived. Similarly, while most 
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convicts sold in Maryland by Stevenson, Randolph, and Cheston in 1768-75 
wound up in Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Queen Anne’s, and Kent Counties, 
close to the sales at Annapolis and Chestertown, the firm sold those without 
skills in large lots to middlemen who placed them on sale in frontier Frederick 
County or the Virginia backcountry.*° 

Other immigrants found sponsors willing to pay for their voyage. Some 
sponsors, eager to have their lands settled, did not demand repayment; others 
required migrants to sign a servant contract. Merchants, speculators, churches, 
and governments acted as sponsors, sometimes cooperating to get shiploads of 
immigrants to settle frontier lands. Germans, Scots, and Irish Quakers often 
emigrated this way, but Catholics rarely found sponsors. Glasgow and south- 
west Lowlands merchants enticed many mid-eighteenth-century Scots to New 
Jersey with liberal leasing policies. Irish Pennsylvania Quaker meetings lent 
money to poor Quakers to pay their passage. Governments or churches some- 
times sponsored large-scale emigration, such as that of the Palatine refugees to 
New York in 1710 and the English, Scot, and German migrants to Georgia in the 
late 1730s and early 1740s. At most a fifth of immigrants enjoyed such sponsor- 
ship, but it was nonetheless crucial to the settling of colonies. Sponsored immi- 
grants arrived during the early years of a region’s repeopling; once they estab- 
lished themselves, they wrote home urging others to come.*” 

The misery of the Palatines began when war reached the Rhineland in 1707. 
Repelled by this war, heavy taxes, poor weather, and poverty and attracted by 
promises of cheap land in America tacked on church doors and printed in a 
widely circulated pamphlet, 12,000 to 13,000 persons—two-fifths Calvinist, 
one-third Lutheran, and one-third Catholic—fled their southwest German and 
Swiss homelands in 1709 and poured into London. Nearly all were members of 
families, and two-fifths were children under fourteen. Arriving destitute, they 
fell into “a starving condition,” overwhelmed government efforts to keep them 
alive, and inspired a massive charitable campaign to aid them. A more perma- 
nent solution had to be found. Eager to rid London of the Catholics, the 
government sent 2,875 of them to Holland. It also sent 3,000 Protestant refugees 
(800 families) to Dublin, expecting them to go to rural areas. Some of them 
refused to leave the city; most of those who did leave returned to Dublin as a 
result of failure to get free land, mistreatment by landlords and the Irish, and 
the absence of German-speaking ministers. By 1713 two-thirds of these Protes- 
tant refugees had gone back to London in hope of returning to Germany. 

By 1710 most of the remaining refugees had reached the colonies. Carolina 
authorities, who needed men to defend the colony from Indians, eagerly gave 
land to 650 Swiss emigrants recruited by Christopher von Graffenried. Seeking 
to reduce further the number of Palatines on the dole, the English sent 2,855 of 
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them to New York but required them to work making tar and pitch to pay off 
their London subsistence and travel costs, promising each family a forty-acre 
farm at the end of their term.®* 

Palatine emigrants suffered mightily on North American frontiers but even- 
tually enjoyed modest success. Weakened from destitution in England, more 
than half of the North Carolina and a quarter of the New York emigrants died 
en route or soon after they landed. Arriving too late at New Bern (a coastal 
frontier area) to plant crops and forced to trade their clothing for food, most 
North Carolina immigrants fell ill. After von Graffenried procured food for 
them and parceled out land, the settlement began to thrive. The immigrants 
took the best land, angering the Tuscaroras, who burned the settlement in 1711 
and killed or captured seventy colonists. Survivors worked awhile for eastern 
Carolina planters and then scattered to nearby areas. But a few people, num- 
bering 41 families in 1749, returned to their old farms and squatted there for 
three decades, until North Carolina authorities finally gave them title to equiv- 
alent land.*? 

Palatines in New York suffered as well. Governor Robert Hunter put them on 
Livingston Manor to make pitch and tar and gave each family a forty-by-fifty- 
foot lot, smaller than what they had in Germany and hardly the free land they 
expected. Unwilling to support families when only men and boys could make 
pitch and tar, Hunter indentured “Orphans and other children whose Parents 
have numerous family” and cut off widows’ pensions. By 1714 Hunter had 
placed seventy-four children (thirty-one of whom had live parents) with En- 
glish or Dutch masters. By taking children from their parents “against their 
Consent,” Hunter “deprivd” emigrants “of the Comfort of their Childrens’ 
Company” and “the assistance and Support they might in a small time have 
reasonably expected of them.” The Palatines protested, refusing to cultivate 
their lots and demanding the forty acres on the Schoharie, money (£5 per 
person and £15 per year per family), clothing, and tools they believed owed 
them, backing down only in the face of the governor’s power. When the project 
ran out of money, Hunter ordered the Germans to “shift for themselves”; 
without farm tools and facing famine, they survived only by “seeking relief 
from the Indians.” As soon as they could, the Palatines dispersed. Some became 
Livingston’s tenants, 160 other families moved to Schoharie lands they bought 
illegally from Indians, and the rest went to the Mohawk Valley or to Pennsylva- 
nia. New York authorities forced the Schoharie families to quit their farms for 
refusing to rent or buy them from the speculators who owned the land. After 
petitioning the Lords of Trade, some finally got land. In 1724 seventy fami- 
lies received a grant near Livingston Manor. By 1731 the Palatines had re- 
ceived 26,000 Mohawk Valley acres and bought another 20,000 acres in the 
same area.” 
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Like seventeenth-century colonizers, the Georgia trustees (especially leader 
James Oglethorpe) founded the colony as a utopian refuge for persecuted and 
poor people. But unlike his predecessors, Oglethorpe aimed to make Georgia 
exclusively an “Asilum for the Unfortunate”—starving families, unemployed 
Londoners, debtors recently released from prison, vagabonds forced off the 
land by enclosure, sailors, and persecuted European Protestants. By prohibiting 
slavery and limiting land accumulation and inheritance, he hoped to prevent 
idleness, pursuit of self-interest, and wealth accumulation based on African 
labor. Oglethorpe saw firsthand in South Carolina the misery slavery brought 
to Africans, and he was horrified that just a few slaves had led the first Georgia 
immigrants to become “very mutinous and Impatient of Labour and Disci- 
pline,” unable to defend the tiny colony against invasion. Without slaves, Geor- 
gia could turn “the useless poor in England and distresst Protestants in Europe” 
into industrious smallholder families. Not only would the emigration of the 
destitute relieve London’s poor rolls, but emigrants would make small farms 
and send flax, silk, and wine to England. As settler-soldiers, emigrants would 
defend the southern borders of England’s empire.?! 

Although Oglethorpe and the trustees sent a few imprisoned debtors to 
Georgia between 1732 and 1741, they were most interested in helping the poor. 
Most of the earliest settlers whose passage and early subsistence in the colony 
they paid came from the neediest classes. To ensure that only the poorest got 
help, the trustees rejected “poor persons . . . who were able to earn their bread” 
and helped debtors settle with creditors. Between 1732 and 1751 they sent 2,122 
people to Georgia, half of whom were indigent Britons, mostly artisans or small 
tradesmen. With the £108,000 Parliament gave to the colony, they financed 
two-thirds (1,847) of the immigrants who came to Georgia before 1742. In 
addition, the trustees financed the emigration of many foreign Protestants, but 
they often required them to repay their passage with a term of service. Aided by 
the trustees’ money and politics, these foreign immigrants, among them small 
farmers and farmer-soldiers from Salzburg and the Scottish Highlands, were 
able to set up farms. 

In the first years of Georgia settlement, the immigrants faced all the prob- 
lems—seasoning deaths that carried away as many as a quarter of the early 
arrivals, heavy debt, labor shortages, wretched weather, and warfare—of new 
southern colonists, but they made swift progress, clearing and planting 1,038 
acres by 1738 (2 acres per surviving man). Happy with these results, the trustees 
continued to transport 100 or more new immigrants each year.” 

By the mid-1730s opposition to the trustees by rich adventurers who brought 
servants to the colony or independent Scot and English settlers had developed. 
Dubbed “malcontents” by the trustees, they demanded that slavery and large 
landholdings be permitted. They argued bitterly with the trustees; failing to 
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convince them, they lobbied Parliament to make Georgia appropriations con- 
tingent on the introduction of slavery. Influenced by the malcontents, Parlia- 
ment gave just £16,856 to the trustees between 1745 and 1752. As appropriations 
lagged, the number of emigrants trustees financed plummeted. Between 1742 
and 1752 they sent only 275 people to Georgia, mostly indentured servants who 
chafed under the trustees’ regime; planters and merchants, in contrast, brought 
in 2,558 persons. Georgia’s policies had kept South Carolina planters, who 
craved Georgia's rich coastal land, at bay. Badly scarred by depression, at least 
thirty-seven South Carolina planters moved to Georgia in 1747—48, some bring- 
ing slaves in defiance of Georgia’s ban. As soon as they arrived, they added their 
voices to the malcontents’ challenge of the ban on slavery. Faced with such deep 
opposition and unable to obtain money from Parliament, the trustees allowed 
slavery in 1749 and surrendered their charter to the crown in 1752. Immigrants 
continued to come to Georgia, but most had to work as servants to pay their 
passage. When freed, they had to compete with a rising tide of South Carolina 
emigrants, many of whom were large planters who made vast profits off the 
sweat of their African slaves.” 

Immigrants landed at Boston, Philadelphia, New York, or Charleston. But 
most good coastal land had long been cultivated, so a large majority of new- 
comers lived on frontier farms. Some immigrants, like the unfortunate people 
von Stiimpel cheated, moved immediately after they arrived. Others stayed and 
then moved to get land. After the naval stores project ended, some New York 
Palatines walked a few days from the Hudson River to the Schoharie; a decade 
later, they moved to the Mohawk frontier. In 1723 fifteen of them reached 
Pennsylvania, walking from the Schoharie to the Susquehanna and then canoe- 
ing to their new lands; by 1728 forty-one other families had joined them. Ser- 
vants sold to backcountry farmers stayed after the completion of their terms; 
others found their way there after gaining freedom. As pioneers filled in more 
land, migrants moved farther west. In the early 1770s Alexander Thompson saw 
“emigrants in crowds” passing his central Pennsylvania farm on their way, he 
thought, to the Ohio River. 

The experience of brothers Michael and Nicholas McDonald shows that even 
the poorest immigrants might succeed in farming and start a community, if 
they moved to the backcountry. The brothers emigrated to Philadelphia from 
Ulster in the late 1750s as servants. During the Seven Years’ War, they joined the 
army and saw the rich lands of Iroquois New York; they returned in 1763 and, 
with William Johnson’s permission, made a farm in Saratoga County. Other 
Ulster Irish soon joined them, including New York merchant James Gordon, 
who in 1771 enticed his brother and two sisters to emigrate to his new farm.” 

Most groups of settlers—unable to get aid to finance their travel—moved by 
stages over several generations. Emigrants from Kraichtal (in southwest Ger- 
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many) moved, on average, only once after they arrived in Pennsylvania. At least 
forty of seventy-one German immigrants who came to frontier Rowan County, 
North Carolina, in the 1750s and 1760s had landed at Philadelphia. They went 
first to Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, then moved to Frederick County, 
Maryland, or the Shenandoah Valley before reaching North Carolina. At first 
nearly all the German Moravians who moved from Pennsylvania to North 
Carolina were male immigrants, but by the mid-1760s the Pennsylvania settle- 
ments sent mostly the children of immigrants, such as the group that arrived in 
1766 with fifteen American-born adolescent girls or young women. A few of 
these immigrants received an inheritance from the old country that they could 
use to move from Pennsylvania southward and buy frontier land. Others, like 
the Moravians, pooled resources, filled a wagon, walked miles on muddy paths 
each day, and relied on landsmen or fellow believers along the way to provi- 
sion them.” 

Immigrants living in the backcountry, even ex-servants, often acquired land. 
Most, who arrived with no money, had to work years to buy a tract. Some 
squatted on land for years before patenting it; others got cheap land from gov- 
ernments or immigrant recruiters; many moved near landsmen, who helped 
them find land. The most successful migrated in family or communal groups, 
as did most German immigrants before the late 1740s. Nearly all the 1,500 
immigrants who came to Pennsylvania in 1737-38 and 1751-54 from Baden- 
Durlach (a southwest German principality) emigrated as families; almost all 
single adults came with kin. At least two-thirds had too little money to finance 
their voyage. Similarly, emigrants from Kraichtal (adjacent to Baden-Durlach) 
in 1713-75 always traveled in family or village groups, usually numbering seven 
or more. Once they arrived, most signed servant contracts, worked a few years 
as laborers, and pooled family earnings. By 1758 all the Baden-Durlach immi- 
grants resident in Lancaster County who had arrived by 1739, but just half of the 
more recent arrivals, owned land. By 1771 four-fifths of the Lancaster immi- 
grants (two-thirds of the later group) owned land, averaging 100—200 acres. 
The greater the family’s assets in Baden-Durlach, the larger the Pennsylvania 
farm. Those without land had property in Germany that averaged £13 sterling, 
barely enough to pay for two trans-Atlantic tickets; those with 100 or more 
acres had holdings averaging £49." 


EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY immigrants were a self-selected group. Despite enclo- 
sures, crop failures, and population growth, all but the poorest Europeans 
could get a subsistence as tenants, farm laborers, or craft workers, and the 
vast majority stayed or moved within Britain or German-speaking lands. Few 
American immigrants were desperately poor; they were literate people, more 
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willing to take risks to get land than those who stayed behind. They had already 
left their villages, moved to a town, or walked though half of Europe to board a 
ship. Most, forced into temporary bondage to pay their passage, struggled to get 
the land and make the farms colonial recruiters had promised them. The Ulster 
Irish and Germans among them usually got land; English and Irish Catholic 
immigrants succeeded less often. 

However much immigrants differed in culture or religion, they all moved to 
find land to set up farms, a goal their American descendants shared. Sur- 
rounded by forests and Indians, immigrants had to abandon some of their old 
ways and borrow from Indians and earlier immigrants. As Chapter 5 shows, 
they gradually cleared land; made farms; allocated work to husbands, wives, 
and children; established borrowing networks with neighbors; and took sur- 
pluses to the market. As the population grew, they and their descendants di- 
vided farms so often that many of their children and more of their grand- 
children sold their belongings and took their inheritance to a new frontier, 
where they began the process of farm making all over again. 
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N 1775 THE AUTHOR OF American Husbandry uncovered a new class of 

farmers, “the little freeholders who live upon their own property.” In 

New England they made “much the most considerable part of the whole” 

people. Such a class, unknown in England, had developed “owing to the 
ease of every man setting up for a farmer himself on the unsettled lands.” New 
Englanders could become freeholders, no matter how humble their origins. 
“The new settlers,” the author learned, “upon fixing themselves in their planta- 
tions” became freeholders “at once.” At first poor families fell “naturally into a 
class below them,” but wages were so high that they were “able to take up a tract 
of land whenever they are able to settle it.” Small freeholders were significant 
everywhere. The people of New Jersey “consist[ed] almost entirely of planters,” 
owning mostly “little freeholds, cultivated by the owners”; Pennsylvania was 
“inhabited by small freeholders” and “by many little ones who have the neces- 
saries of life and nothing more.” Those “with no slaves” in the Chesapeake 
region began by mixing “tobacco planting with common husbandry” and 
eventually made enough money to buy slaves. South Carolina rice cultivation 
did require slaves, but because “even the smallest plantation is proportionately 
as profitable as the largest,” a man with two or three slaves could begin farming. 
“The pleasures of being a land owner are so great,” the author concluded, “that 
it is not to be wondered at that men are so eager to enjoy [them], that they cross 
the Atlantic Ocean in order to possess them.” 

Farm making proceeded with ease. In Pennsylvania “new settlers upon the 
uncultivated parts of the province . . . take up what land they please, paying the 
fixed fees to the proprietors,” or “buy uncultivated spots of other planters, who 
have more than they want.” Then they plant an orchard and garden and “begin 
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their house” with the help of “countrymen” or artisans. They turn next “to 
work on a field of corn” to get bread for their families. “Doing all the labour of 
it” but “not yet being able to buy horses,” they hire a neighbor to plow the land. 
When the farmer died, he gave the land—now improved—to his children, 
dividing it equally among them, to farm much as their ancestors had. 

Far from growing produce for the market, the author of American Husban- 
dry wrote, northern farmers worked mainly for their own subsistence, and even 
small southern planters, who did sell tobacco or rice, tried to produce as much 
food as possible. New England farmers “enjoy[ed] many of the necessaries of 
life upon their own farms, making food—much of cloathing—most of the 
articles of building.” Though they could not make everything, “they have from 
the sale of their surplus products” produced “sufficient to buy such foreign 
luxuries as are necessary to make life pass comfortably.” In New Jersey “fish, 
flesh, fowl, and fruits, every little farmer has at his table in a degree of pro- 
fusion.” Given such self-sufficiency, small farmers bought few manufactured 
goods. Rather, “the little freeholder, who, probably raising for many years but 
little for sale, is forced to work up his wool in his family, his leather, and his flax, 
after which the rest of his consumption is scarce worth mentioning.”! 

This portrait of the self-sufficient, subsistence-land-owning farmer com- 
ports in part with what we know about colonial farmers. Most did own land 
and worked for subsistence before engaging in market production; baking and 
butchering, spinning and weaving, and hunting and fishing for home con- 
sumption did reduce dependence on markets. But freeholders were not as 
predominant as the author believed, nor were eighteenth-century farmers self- 
sufficient. The author almost entirely missed the importance of markets and 
local exchange. Farmers made composite farms, providing for subsistence, 
trade with neighbors, and sale at market. Yet the author raises important ques- 
tions about the relationship between land and household formation and be- 
tween self-sufficiency and markets. This chapter recounts the history of the 
market, local exchange, farm household formation, and farm labor.? 

The connections among households and markets stand at the center of 
agrarian history. Farmers looked backward to subsistence and the perpetuation 
of their farms and forward to the sale of wheat or flour, milk or beef, and 
tobacco or rice that made farming possible. Exchange between neighbors miti- 
gated the vagaries of the market, allowing farmers to survive in times of poor 
prices. Men and women exchanged labor and surpluses and helped one another 
build houses and raise barns, make quilts and spin thread, and harvest and 
shuck corn; farmers borrowed money from one another to expand their opera- 
tions. Eighteenth-century farmers participated more often in markets and 
bought more consumer goods than their ancestors; but at the same time com- 
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munal self-sufficiency may have grown, and the density of local (rather than 
market) exchange certainly did. 

Markets required farmers, living on their independent holdings, to allocate 
labor within the family. By the late-seventeenth century, if not earlier, the 
subservience of wives was guaranteed, and women and men divided farm tasks 
in ways compatible with their perceived roles in life. Men cleared land and 
cultivated wheat, corn, tobacco, or rice; their wives and daughters labored in 
the gardens, milked cows, baked bread, plucked chickens, cooked meals, and 
joined the men at harvest time.? 


To Market, To Market 


In the early 1650s Captain Edward Johnson of Woburn, Massachusetts, made 
clear the importance of markets. Boston attracted farmers from miles around 
who brought goods not only to feed the city’s inhabitants but to sell to mer- 
chants for export. Farmers in Dedham were “generally given to husbandry.” 
Their harvests were so rich, “abounding with Garden fruits fit to supply the 
Markets of the most populous town,” that local farmers made “many a long 
walk,” eager to earn the “coyne” and buy the commodities Boston offered. 
Ipswich farmers had “very good land for Husbandry,” and the increase in 
“Corne and Cattell of late” left them with such big surpluses that they had 
“many hundred quarters to spare yearly, and feed, at the latter end of Summer, 
the town of Boston with good Beefe.” Sudbury took “in Cattell of other Townes 
to winter” and drove them to Boston. Andover residents, living on the northern 
reaches of Massachusetts Bay, complained of “the remoteness of the place from 
Towns of trade” but nonetheless carried “their corn far to market.”4 

Since farmers had always required a vent for surpluses, agricultural markets 
were ubiquitous in early America. When farmers produced only for family use 
and local trade, the surpluses they sold to local shopkeepers often wound up in 
the West Indies, England, or Europe. Southern tobacco and rice planters, rich 
owners and poor tenants alike, were so tied to commodity markets that their 
survival depended on good prices. One must distinguish these markets from 
“the market” or a market economy. The market implies far more than the 
existence of marketplaces where people exchange carpentry for corn, wheat for 
salt, or tobacco for cloth. It conjures up an economy in which supply and 
demand determine the price farmers get for corn or tobacco and in which 
international markets (and the desire for profits over a competence) drive 
decisions farmers make about what to grow. This heavily commercial agricul- 
ture, found in southern tobacco and rice regions from the outset, slowly perme- 
ated other regions. Far from seeking commercial markets, many colonists paid 
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intermittent attention to market demand beyond their own community, grow- 
ing as much of their family’s food as they could before selling surpluses at local 
markets. By guaranteeing subsistence first, most colonial farmers participated 
in markets without being dominated by them.° 

Markets and farm households formed almost simultaneously. A farm house- 
hold (what seventeenth-century theorists called a “family”) is defined as a unit 
whose members (husband, wife, children, slaves, servants, and hired hands) 
pool income. Ideally the father-husband headed the household and allocated 
tasks to ensure its survival and, beyond that, to attain a competency, settling his 
family on a secure farm where everyone had enough food, clothing, and shelter. 
Such a household needed guns, plows, pewter, and innumerable other products 
made abroad. To acquire these items, farmers had to sell surpluses, however 
small, at market.° 

Despite the first colonists’ desire to sell surpluses, farm markets took several 
years to develop in Virginia, New England, and New Netherland. The mostly 
male immigrants in early Jamestown, who lived in barracks under military 
discipline or worked on large plantations, had no crops to sell. The first settlers 
of Plymouth and northern New England engaged in fishing and Indian trade, 
and those of New Netherland pursued the fur trade. Once they gained a foot- 
hold, colonists began a feverish search for a staple crop—one in demand in 
England, the West Indies, or neighboring colonies—if for no other reason than 
to permit married couples to start farming. Within a decade of initial settle- 
ment, most colonists had abandoned fishing and the fur trade and brought 
hogs, salted meat, wheat, flour, corn, tobacco, and rice to markets that sus- 
tained farm households and permitted farmers to expand operations and buy 
more land and livestock. Parents then gave or bequeathed such property to 
their children, allowing a new generation to begin to farm.’ 

The first farm families to arrive in an area bartered with neighbors, but they 
soon craved regular markets. Knowing that large numbers of settlers would not 
begin farming until markets were in place, assemblies chartered towns, com- 
plete with market squares. By the late 1630s, as immigrants poured in, Boston, 
Salem, Watertown, and Dorchester, Massachusetts, had initiated marketplaces 
where farmers could sell produce and cattle and buy imports. Connecticut 
followed suit in the 1640s. Entrepreneurs set up markets in Philadelphia and 
Bristol, Pennsylvania, in the 1680s and 1690s, just as the first settlers arrived. As 
villages such as Boston grew into small cities, farmers sold their grain, butter, 
fruit, and vegetables directly to townsfolk, more often on the streets than in 
official markets. Prosperous northern farmers diversified. They reared livestock 
and harvested hemp, hay, and flax as well as grain, sending small surpluses to 
market. Seventeenth-century New England women grew hops and made beer 
for their families, taverns, and businesses. As New Amsterdam (New York City) 
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grew and the fur trade declined, Long Island and Hudson River farmers pro- 
vided the city with wheat and flour, and by the end of the century, they were 
sending small surpluses to the West Indies. 

In the Chesapeake colonies, where neither towns nor mandated market- 
places materialized, small planters gathered at docks, taverns, courthouses, or 
the homes of ship captains or planter-merchants (who kept shop) to sell to- 
bacco and buy cloth, rum, and sugar. By the early eighteenth century, villages— 
where tavern keepers, storekeepers, and artisans set up shop, thus facilitating 
and increasing local trade—proliferated in all the colonies. By 1800 twenty 
villages had developed in Kent County, Maryland (a wheat-producing area), 
alone. Storekeepers moved to every new frontier colonists settled during the 
eighteenth century, often arriving with the first farmers.’ 

Nearly every farmer bartered farm products with neighbors, frequented local 
markets, and participated in commercial markets. A complex network of mer- 
chants, often related by blood or marriage, linked each colony to London and 
rural markets to those in Boston, Jamestown, New York City, Philadelphia, and 
Charleston. Regional differences nonetheless developed. As one traveled from 
north to south, the proportion of farm families deeply embedded in interna- 
tional markets grew. Most New England farmers, except the Narragansett, 
Rhode Island, planters and the Connecticut River Valley grain farmers, pro- 
duced small surpluses and aimed at local self-sufficiency in food. Landowning 
New York farmers sent grain or flour to market only when they could negotiate 
good prices. In contrast, Chesapeake planters—no matter how poor—pursued 
commodity markets. The smallest planter sold a hogshead or two of tobacco to 
a richer planter, ship captain, or merchant; larger planters sent many hogs- 
heads to England. West Indian emigrants who colonized early South Carolina 
expected to be enveloped in markets; almost as soon as they arrived, and be- 
fore they and their African slaves developed rice as a staple, they stocked the 
range and forests with cattle and hogs and provisioned the sugar islands they 
had left.1° 

The discovery in the 1620s that Virginia tobacco commanded a high price in 
England created a vigorous tobacco market that ensnared every Chesapeake 
colonist. The tobacco trade permitted unmarried men without their own 
farms—a majority of free colonists—to marry, form households, and get land. 
As tobacco production rose from 100,000 pounds in the mid-1620s to more 
than 20 million pounds by the 1680s, tobacco marketing grew ever more com- 
plex. At first planters sold tobacco to ship captains representing groups of 
London merchants and received imported goods off the ship in return. During 
the 1630s and early 1640s, 300 London merchants bought tobacco, usually in 
small quantities. The trade thereafter became more concentrated. A handful of 
London merchants (9 in 1676 and 11 in 1686) purchased more than 250,000 
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pounds of tobacco; their share of London imports grew from three-tenths to 
three-fifths between 1676 and 1686. The number of London importers who 
bought less than 10,000 pounds plunged. The consolidation of the London 
trade increased opportunities for planters to sell tobacco. The big firms com- 
manded more capital and loaned more money to planters, a necessity when 
tobacco prices declined and productivity gains failed to keep pace. Rich mer- 
chants sent agents to the Chesapeake to look after their affairs or established 
close relationships with local merchants. After 1650, but especially after 1690, 
some big planters sent tobacco directly (on consignment) to London tobacco 
sellers, merchants, or tradesmen and bought manufactured goods in return. 
Others marketed their neighbors’ crops, forming strong patron-client relations 
that kept poorer families afloat when prices dropped.!! 

Although seventeenth-century New Englanders participated less regularly in 
international markets, they did sell surpluses. During the 1630s Plymouth farm- 
ers provisioned newcomers to Massachusetts Bay. The cattle Plymouth farmers 
drove to Boston filled Massachusetts pastures, Plymouth corn fed Massachu- 
setts settlers, and Massachusetts farmers planted Plymouth seeds. Settled farm- 
ers in Massachusetts soon supplied their neighbors as well. But when immigra- 
tion dwindled after 1640, grain, livestock, and land prices plunged, and the New 
England household economy nearly collapsed. Merchants quickly found new 
markets for corn and livestock in the West Indies, North Atlantic islands, and 
Iberia, and as Boston’s population grew, its landed resources diminished and its 
need for country provisions grew. Others provisioned the burgeoning fishing 
and merchant fleets. While many farmers probably began emphasizing subsis- 
tence over market production (especially after the wheat blast hit the region in 
the 1660s), pockets of market agriculture could be found. Narragansett planters 
sent beef, pork, mutton, and horses to the West Indies; Connecticut River 
Valley farmers sent furs, grain, and cattle to Boston; middling and rich farmers 
living near Boston or Salem sold grain, meat, and dairy products to merchants 
or hawked them on town streets.!” 

The expansion of international markets facilitated farm making in the eigh- 
teenth century. Demand for tobacco and rice remained strong, enticing new 
producers to make those crops. Tobacco production expanded throughout the 
Chesapeake region, but some areas turned to grain. South Carolina specialized 
in meat export to the West Indies until that colony’s planters improved rice 
production early in the century. Even the poorest southern planter relied on 
international markets to guarantee subsistence. Foreign markets grew in other 
regions as well. As warfare engulfed European bread baskets and English per 
capita grain production declined during the 1760s and 1770s, new markets 
opened for American wheat. Pennsylvania farmers took advantage of this mar- 
ket, and they were joined by many others in New York, New Jersey, Virginia’s 
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Shenandoah Valley, and the Carolina Piedmont. At the same time, rice and 
tobacco prices climbed relative to English manufactured goods, and capital 
generated in the South grew. 

After the late-seventeenth-century depression, local marketplaces, outside 
the price and production imperatives of a market economy, increased in impor- 
tance in the North and the backcountry. Despite growing international mar- 
kets, the per capita value of New England and (to a lesser extent) mid-Atlantic 
exports declined over the eighteenth century, yet per capita imports rose, sug- 
gesting that northern internal markets generated capital through local ex- 
change. New England farmers, except those in the Connecticut River Valley and 
southwestern Connecticut, drifted into subsistence production and local ex- 
change or shifted from grain production to livestock herding or market gar- 
dening, leaving substantial grain deficits in the coastal towns that had to be 
filled by mid-Atlantic farmers. Hudson River farmers exported some wheat and 
flour, but most prospered on intensive local exchange, a pattern that extended 
(along with cattle and hog driving) to the entire backcountry, stretching from 
Pennsylvania to Georgia.¥ 

As farm income rose, the colonies saw an explosion of importation and 
consumption of manufactured goods. During the seventeenth century, colo- 
nists had imported mostly capital goods needed to build farms. Between 1699 
and 1774 (when the population multiplied 8.6 times) merchants imported and 
sold rapidly increasing quantities of woolens (7 times the value, despite price 
declines), window glass (28 times the weight), and earthenware (8 times the 
number of pieces). Growing international and local markets stood behind these 
increases in imports, as a discussion of each colonial region, from New England 
to the backcountry, shows.!* 

New England’s agricultural surpluses declined during the century after 1650. 
In 1771 many towns in eastern and central Massachusetts made too little grain 
or pastured too few cows and pigs to feed their people, much less send surpluses 
to Boston. Since cheap grain was available from the mid-Atlantic and Chesa- 
peake colonies, farmers grew less; as forests disappeared, the firewood and lum- 
ber industries atrophied. In 1771 two-fifths of Massachusetts farmers needed to 
trade to feed their families. Families farmed some land in Maine fishing villages, 
but not enough to feed themselves; the “country people,” the Reverend Thomas 
Smith noted in April 1775, “were flocking in” to Falmouth “to buy corn and 
other provisions.” As farmers in the older parts of New England divided their 
land among many sons, the number of farms with less than sixteen acres of 
improved land grew. Since these small farms rarely fed a family, household 
members had to labor for more fortunate farmers or find alternative work to 
make up the deficits." 

These deficits made farm diversification essential. Eighteenth-century New 
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England farmers replaced some wheat with corn, and bread with other foods. 
Eastern Massachusetts farmers put close to nine-tenths of the land they farmed 
in pasture rather than crops, to make more butter and meat for their tables or 
wool for their homespun clothing. Middlesex County farmers experimented 
with new crops, growing increasing quantities of potatoes, beans, turnips, 
onions, and carrots for the family; they expanded their apple orchards and 
made more apple cider, apple butter, and vinegar. Holdings of pigs also grew, 
allowing farm families to make more salted pork. Farmers who made small 
surpluses of vegetables, cider, butter, or pork traded these goods with neighbors 
or exchanged them for wheat or flour.'® 

Despite grain deficits, the number of farmers selling big surpluses grew in the 
eighteenth century. None was exported, save for dried meat and livestock sent 
to the West Indies, and one-tenth of the grain and pork consumed in the region 
was imported from other colonies. Local markets grew rapidly. Boston’s popu- 
lation rose, as did that of coastal ports, reducing space for pasturing cows, 
raising chickens, or planting gardens. The 25,000 to 30,000 people in mid- 
eighteenth-century Boston, Salem, Providence, and other towns relied more 
and more on local farmers for meat, vegetables, fruit, butter, and flour.’” Poorer 
fishermen and farmers in coastal villages also had to buy food. To take advan- 
tage of these markets, middling and rich farmers increased their surpluses. 
Farmers living near Boston and in the Narragansett region intensified market 
gardening, selling milk, cheese, butter, vegetables, and fruit at city markets. 
Connecticut Valley and some Middlesex County farmers sent grain or flour to 
Boston. Cattle wintered in western and central Massachusetts (on that region’s 
surplus grain) before they were driven closer to Boston for fattening.!® 

New England’s marketing opportunities grew rapidly during the eighteenth 
century. As farmers had dispersed during the seventeenth century, village cen- 
ters had atrophied. Although New Englanders continued to live on isolated 
farms, villages reappeared in the eighteenth century. Boston remained the 
largest market, but its population stagnated at about 15,000 after mid-century 
because it lacked a staple-producing hinterland. Other towns developed their 
own farming hinterlands. In Connecticut appeared five towns of more than 500 
residents, each with a dozen or more stores, taverns, and artisan shops, and 
eight village centers (population 100-500), with competing stores and taverns. 
Innumerable crossroads, each with a tavern, a mill, a church, and perhaps a 
store, emerged between the larger places. Similar marketing centers were scat- 
tered throughout New England. During the 1760s and 1770s farmers took ad- 
vantage of this competition for their surpluses, traveling fifteen or twenty miles 
(a day’s trip) to sell their goods, some hiring or driving wagons to Boston 
or Salem.” 

The explosive growth of demand for bread in the West Indies, England, and 
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southern Europe raised wheat and flour prices, thrusting mid-Atlantic farm- 
ers—unlike New Englanders—into international markets and making them 
part of a complex commodity chain that stretched from farm to miller, miller 
to exporter, and exporter to European consumer. Farmers in a vast region—the 
Hudson River Valley, East Jersey, the Delaware Valley and upper Chesapeake 
Bay, and western Maryland—switched to wheat. Philadelphia had the largest 
hinterland—the Delaware Valley, New Jersey, and part of Maryland—and ex- 
ported nearly three-quarters of the region’s flour and bread and two-thirds of 
its wheat in 1768—72. New York attracted wheat and flour from the Hudson 
Valley, and Baltimore drew on northern and western Maryland and western 
Pennsylvania. Philadelphia flour exports grew as fast as the population in the 
1730s and 1740s and a third faster than the population in the 1750s and 1760s.”° 

Soon after the first settlers had arrived, Philadelphia’s merchants had sent 
wheat to the West Indies, and that trade slowly increased. But when European 
demand for bread grew after mid-century, Pennsylvania’s market centers ex- 
panded. Philadelphia wholesalers—central players in this market and town 
system—sent a vast array of imported English goods, including cloth and but- 
tons, pewter and china, and tools and nails, to storekeepers in villages and 
towns in the city’s hinterland. Farmers living near Philadelphia drove wagons 
full of trade goods to the city; others traded at uncounted crossroads, a hun- 
dred villages of 100 to 300 people, and ten towns of over 1,000. Some farmers set 
up stalls in town markets to sell produce, but most dealt with local storekeepers 
and bargained with competing merchants for the best deal, selling their wheat, 
lumber, butter, or homespun cloth and buying imported cloth and other 
goods. Most farmers had their wheat ground at a local mill. Some sold flour to 
storekeepers; others to a grain broker or miller. Farmers who traded with 
millers used the cash they got from the miller to buy manufactured goods. 
Miller and storekeeper then sold flour to Philadelphia merchants, sending it by 
water to the city. This huge increase in the number of marketplaces and con- 
sumer goods, along with the growth of international demand for wheat prod- 
ucts, inevitably led farmers into production of staples for the market.”! 

Few Delaware Valley farmers, however, specialized in grain production. Rap- 
idly growing city and town produce markets led nearby farmers to diversify. As 
the labor needed to handle and ship flour grew, Philadelphia’s population rose 
from 13,000 in 1750 to 29,000 in 1770. The population of places with over 1,000 
people grew from 15,000 to 40,000—nearly a fifth of the region’s total—during 
the same time. By the early 1770s urban folk annually consumed 6,000 tons of 
wheat, flour, corn meal, and bran; 1 million gallons of milk; 350,000 pounds of 
butter; 5 million pounds of meat; and 5,000 tons of potatoes and turnips. 
Nearly all these products had to be brought in from the countryside; few city 
residents made any food, though some kept hogs or chickens and a few had a 
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cow. To meet this growing demand for food, farmers living within a day or two 
of the city sold small surpluses of vegetables, fruit, butter, and milk or fattened 
cattle on hay they made. The growth of urban market gardening and dairying 
reduced the risks inherent in staple production and enticed farmers to take 
advantage of grain markets.” 

New York’s farming hinterland—Long Island, the Hudson River Valley, East 
New Jersey, and part of Connecticut—was less deeply involved in market agri- 
culture than the Delaware Valley. Dutch and English farmers from as far away as 
Albany had long sent grain surpluses to the city for town use and export, but 
they did not increase production substantially when European demand grew. 
New York City marketed proportionately only half as much grain, flour, and 
salted meat as Philadelphia. Wheat output grew around Albany, but the city’s 
merchants continued to trade furs. Great landlords sent thousands of bushels 
of wheat to New York, but this output—rents paid in kind or surpluses bought 
from tenants—represented a tiny portion of the production of tenant farmers. 
Although a few landowning farmers in Ulster County (near the Hudson River) 
sold surpluses large enough to fill Benjamin Snyder’s sloop with £1,200 of wheat 
in 1775, most people who traded with him sold him no grain. Farmers near the 
city—in Harlem, Queens, and adjacent New Jersey—took part in urban markets 
more often, sending grain and flour, fruit and vegetables, milk and butter, meat 
and leather, and hemp and potash to the city for domestic use and export to the 
West Indies and Boston.” 

These differences defy easy explanation. The soils and climate of the New 
York and Philadelphia hinterlands resembled one another, and both cities had a 
large export-oriented merchant class eager to buy rural produce. New York’s 
population grew rapidly over the century and reached 22,000 by the 1770s, sec- 
ond only to Philadelphia’s, providing many opportunities for market garden- 
ing. The activities of New York merchants and great landlords resolve the puz- 
zle. Merchants and townsmen sought to keep farm prices so low that farmers 
refused to grow surpluses; intermittent attempts to inspect flour (rejecting 
unmerchantable flour) and prohibitions of the export of flour in times of poor 
crops further dampened farmer desire. Farmers withheld grain and flour until 
merchants agreed to higher prices. Until 1763, when Canada entered the em- 
pire, the fur trade contributed a major portion of New York’s exports, and fur 
traders and their merchant allies helped the Iroquois control central New York’s 
rich farmland. The great landlords, who owned the best land west of the 
Hudson, attracted few tenants until late in the colonial era, for farmers could 
inherit, buy, or squat on land nearby. In sharp contrast to Philadelphia mer- 
chants, who invested growing amounts of capital in shipping and trade, rich 
New York merchants and gentlemen invested in land. Tenants had little incen- 
tive to produce surpluses beyond what they needed for rent, taxes, and subsis- 
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tence; moreover, with little in-migration, there were few youthful laborers 
(abundant in Pennsylvania) to help harvest larger wheat crops.”4 

As Chesapeake tobacco prices plunged below production costs in the late 
seventeenth century, producers in marginal areas with poor soil for tobacco 
(the lower Eastern Shore and the Norfolk region) replaced it with larger corn 
crops. Even where tobacco output remained high, corn crops increased, and 
wheat cultivation began. Oronoko producers aimed to make large tobacco 
crops; producers of the sweet-scented tobacco of the James and York River 
basins reduced production to improve their crops. At the same time, small 
planters (especially in marginal areas) increased home production, spinning 
thread, making tools, or shoeing horses, and others took up craft work full 
time. When tobacco prices rose in the second third of the century, marginal 
producers returned to tobacco production, but diversification continued apace. 
Local exchange networks thereby intensified: more small planters bartered 
grain or traded craft services. Planters living near the small (but growing) 
towns of Williamsburg and Annapolis fattened cattle and hogs for quick sale 
and supplied city dwellers in each place with 300,000 pounds of meat a year. 
But the small city populations needed too little grain, fruit, and vegetables 
to stimulate market gardening. When new opportunities for selling wheat to 
southern Europe emerged during the mid-eighteenth century, more tobacco 
planters switched to wheat or corn. Tobacco production on the upper Eastern 
Shore declined after the early 1740s, as Philadelphia merchants bought more of 
the area’s wheat for use in urban markets and export abroad. Planters through- 
out the region, even those who grew large tobacco crops, sold small quantities 
of grain to supplement their tobacco earnings.?° 

Notwithstanding the growth of grain markets, most Chesapeake planters 
sold tobacco. Tidewater planters remained confident of a good market for their 
high-quality tobacco. Responding to rising prices, thousands of new producers, 
pioneer planters in Virginia’s Piedmont, entered the tobacco market during the 
middle half of the century, sending exports soaring from under 20 million 
pounds in 1700 to over 100 million pounds by 1770. Although rich planters and 
planter-merchants still consigned tobacco to London merchants, highly cap- 
italized London, Glasgow, Liverpool, and Bristol mercantile houses (importing 
1 million pounds or more) increasingly dominated the trade. By the 1760s the 
top five or six Glasgow firms imported a quarter of the Chesapeake crop. Firms 
in Glasgow and, to a lesser degree, Liverpool and Whitehaven established chains 
of stores in tobacco country where planters could sell their crops. These firms 
imported nearly three-quarters of the tobacco grown in the rapidly expanding 
Upper James region. Other planters traded with local merchants, who exported 
tobacco themselves or sold it to Scot wholesale merchants in Virginia towns and 
got cargoes of manufactured goods for their stores in return. The economies of 
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scale the biggest Scot merchants achieved reduced the cost of imports they sent 
to their stores and permitted storekeepers to pay good prices for tobacco, 
extend credit to poor planters, and carry insolvent planters on their books 
when prices plunged.” 

New marketplaces—crossroads settlements, hamlets, and towns—prolifer- 
ated in tobacco country during the eighteenth century. After a few hours’ ride, 
nearly every planter in the Tidewater and parts of the newer Piedmont could 
reach a crossroads, complete with tavern, store, blacksmith, church, and per- 
haps county court. By requiring that all tobacco be brought to central ware- 
houses to be examined, the tobacco inspection acts (of 1730 in Virginia and of 
1747 in Maryland) centralized marketing and paved the way for hamlet and 
village growth. Merchants set up stores adjacent to warehouses, and tavern 
keepers and artisans joined them to take advantage of trade. Some crossroads, 
especially Tidewater county seats where legislatures put inspection warehouses, 
grew into villages of several hundred people. Located at the eastern edge of the 
Piedmont, Baltimore, Alexandria, Fredericksburg, Richmond, and Petersburg 
grew larger, attracting tobacco from nearby areas and wheat from a vast Pied- 
mont and mountain hinterland. Wheat, which required more processing than 
tobacco, contributed to the increased size of these towns. Small planters living 
near villages haggled over the terms of credit and the price of their crops; those 
residing near the larger towns, where competition between local merchants and 
Scot storekeepers was intense, had even greater opportunities to bargain for the 
best deal.” 

By the 1750s crossroads, where stores, gristmills, and inns clustered, began to 
appear at county seats and next to ferries in the tobacco-growing Piedmont. 
But no towns developed until after the Revolution. Since the Virginia Assembly 
refused to place inspection warehouses there, tobacco had to be shipped to 
towns at the heads of navigation of rivers. Tavern keepers, local traders, and 
Scot storekeepers representing the big Glasgow tobacco firms opened shops 
throughout the Piedmont, sometimes at crossroads but as often in the open 
countryside on roads or at isolated plantations. By the late 1760s Scot mer- 
chants were operating at least twenty-nine large stores in Southside, the region 
of the Piedmont south of the James River, and dominated its tobacco trade. 
Another nineteen could be found in the Richmond-—Petersburg area, the closest 
places with tobacco inspection warehouses. Storekeepers bought tobacco from 
frontier planters (mostly producers of a single hogshead) and sold them man- 
ufactured goods in return. After the sale, the Scots took all the risk, hiring 
wagons to take the crop to Petersburg for inspection and export.” 

Planters who left Barbados for South Carolina in the late seventeenth century 
expected to produce for export. Unable to sell a tropical commodity like sugar, 
they turned to growing markets for deerskins in England and salted pork and 
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beef in the West Indies, where sugar cultivation took up nearly all the land. By 
1682, a decade after initial white occupation, Carolinians had “many thousand 
Head” of hogs and cattle, and the richest planters owned several hundred cattle 
and smaller numbers of hogs. Let loose by their owners, hogs and cows foraged 
in the meadows, marshes, and forests all year long. Slaves and white servants 
drove some back to cowpens at night, but most stayed in the woods, necessitat- 
ing a semiannual roundup. Once captured, the cows were driven to Charleston, 
where they were butchered and sent to islands. After rice replaced livestock 
as South Carolina’s most valuable export, cattle owners moved to upcountry 
South Carolina and to Georgia. In the 1760s and early 1770s slaves owned by 
Georgia cattlemen herded 40 to 200 cows, enough to make 1,000 barrels of 
salted meat.” 

By the early eighteenth century planters in coastal Carolina and Georgia 
specialized in rice production. Rice exports grew from 3 million pounds in 1715 
to 70 million pounds in the early 1770s. Rice accounted for over three-quarters 
of the value of the region’s farm exports in the 1750s; even after some big 
planters began exporting indigo (for dyeing cloth) in the early 1770s, rice com- 
prised two-thirds. Slaves, who made up two-thirds of the population as early as 
1730, produced nearly all the rice. The two-thirds of the planters who owned ten 
or fewer slaves grew some rice but could not compete with the few hundred 
large planters who took full advantage of rising labor productivity in rice 
cultivation and the economies of scale that ownership of fifty or more slaves 
entailed. A few small planters in Charleston’s hinterland diversified their farms 
and turned to market gardening; butchering livestock; growing grain for the 
Charleston, Savannah, or West Indian markets; or craft production. These 
markets were limited, however, since only 20,000 people, half of them low- 
consuming slaves, lived in the two towns, and colonies farther north now 
dominated the West Indian trade. Charlestonians, unable to rely on surround- 
ing or even backcountry planters, looked to the mid-Atlantic colonies to fill 
their larders with increasing quantities of bread, flour (9,000 barrels by the 
1760s), onions, potatoes, and apple cider.*° 

Pioneers who moved to the vast backcountry, which stretched from Pennsyl- 
vania’s Susquehanna Valley through the Carolina and Georgia Piedmont and 
mountains, found markets with greater difficulty than other colonists. During 
the 1730s and 1740s pioneers in western Maryland and the Shenandoah Valley 
lived far from tobacco warehouses and feared rolling that fragile crop over 
long distances. German immigrants in western Maryland raised livestock but 
increasingly specialized in wheat production. Seeking familial subsistence, 
Shenandoah Valley farmers sold provisions to new arrivals and transients and 
herded livestock to coastal markets for export to the West Indies. Understand- 
ing how transitory such markets were, local justices had roads built and main- 
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tained to ease grain marketing. By 1760 farmers ground their wheat at one of 
the more than sixty gristmills in the region and sold the flour to a storekeeper 
located at one of the seven small valley towns, who then had the flour trans- 
ported to Fredericksburg or Alexandria. When European demand for wheat 
skyrocketed in the 1760s, valley farmers exported more than 250,000 bushels of 
wheat and 2,900 tons of flour, over ten times more than in the early 1740s. 
Nearly three-fifths of the wheat and three-tenths of the flour went to new 
markets in southern Europe, and much of the rest went to New England. 
Farmers living in the western Shenandoah Valley, furthest from markets, grew 
wheat and corn and raised pigs but mostly relied on cattle. Most farmers there, 
who owned fewer than twenty cows, sold one or two a year to a local merchant, 
who then drove the large herds he acquired to market.*! 

The Carolina and Georgia backcountry developed less rapidly than the Shen- 
andoah Valley. Even in the 1770s farmers had yet to find an easily transportable 
commodity in demand in Charleston or overseas. Backcountry North Carolina 
farmers drove cattle to Philadelphia or Charleston, but the great distances 
reduced the volume of the trade. During the 1750s and 1760s Moravian immi- 
grants in central North Carolina experimented with several crops, including 
wheat, but supported themselves through the fur trade, exchanging craft labor 
and store goods for deerskins and for neighbors’ surplus wheat and corn. South 
Carolina and Georgia backcountry farmers herded cattle but also grew tobacco 
and indigo and sent wheat or flour to Charleston or Augusta, the only sizable 
backcountry town. Only ten small marketplaces such as Camden, South Car- 
olina, or Hillsborough, North Carolina, which had a gristmill, a lumber mill, 
several stores, and taverns, developed in the backcountry. Richer farmers, who 
owned wagons, probably bought up their neighbors’ surplus crops and trans- 
ported them with their own to Charleston. Faced with difficult transportation 
and little competition for their produce, these backcountry farmers had little 
incentive to increase market production.” 


Both a Borrower and a Lender Be? 


Matthew Patten, born in Ulster in 1719, moved to New Hampshire in 1728 and 
to Bedford (on the Merrimack River) in 1737. From the 1750s through the 1770s 
this prosperous farmer and surveyor ran a diversified farm with his sons, 
trapping animals, making and repairing tools, catching shad and salmon, and 
planting rye, corn, wheat, peas, potatoes, and flax. Trade took him all over New 
Hampshire and to Boston, but he mostly relied on neighbors. What he could 
not do himself—milling rye or shoeing horses—he hired others to do. He 
marketed little grain but lent large sums of money, traded farmwork with 
neighbors, and got corn from men or butter from women. He demanded 
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commercial notes when he lent money but sought no cash when he swapped 
labor and goods with neighbors. This amalgam of commercial and noncom- 
mercial exchange belies any notion of either full market imbeddedness or self- 
sufficiency, but it does point to the crucial significance of credit and debt. 

Borrowing and lending, buying and selling, and barter and exchange among 
farm folk and between farmers and merchants were ubiquitous, as Patten’s daily 
activities attest. The ordinary furnishings of a farm—land, livestock, beds, lin- 
ens, and pots and pans—all cost money that immigrants could accumulate only 
by marketing farm produce, working for a farmer who did, or trading with 
neighbors. Favored native-born whites inherited enough property, real and 
personal, to outfit a farm; the rest had to work for it in ways similar to immi- 
grants. In addition everyone had to pay taxes and quitrents, buy pewter or 
earthenware, and procure salt and sugar. Only farmers with crops or home 
manufactures to sell or labor to exchange could get cash, command credit, or 
trade with neighbors. 

Seventeenth-century farmers, who usually lacked cash, required loans or 
credit to pay taxes, buy land and livestock, and purchase imported nails or 
cloth. Chesapeake planters used mercantile credit to finance farm operations 
until their tobacco was ready; New England farmers relied on credit to buy 
town sites from Indians. But credit was scarce, as it continued to be on new 
frontiers. Rich planters, big farmers, and local merchants, with their access to 
English capital, made loans to poorer men. On occasion, a single patron—such 
as the Pynchons of seventeenth-century Springfield, Massachusetts; the Hud- 
son Valley Livingstons; or the Dulanys in eighteenth-century western Mary- 
land—was the only source of local credit. The Pynchons and the Livingstons 
controlled nearly all the good land in their areas and thereby increased the 
dependence of local farmers on them; men who argued with them got little or 
no credit and soon had to depart. To conserve their cash, farmers swapped 
goods, recording their bargains as “book credit” (debts listed in an account 
book but not secured by a mortgage or bond) or making oral contracts that had 
to be recorded at court to assure repayment.*4 

During recessions, when English merchants (in whose hands credit origi- 
nated) called in loans to local merchants, local merchants or rich farmers had to 
reduce the amount of new credit they granted neighbors and collect long- 
standing debts. In such times farmers could lose their land; even if they held on, 
they could not borrow to expand or give farms to their sons. Farm laborers, 
moreover, could not start their own farms. Credit contracted in the late seven- 
teenth century, affecting the entire country. From 1675 to 1700 the rate of 
dispersion of the European population (measured in square miles settled) de- 
clined by four-fifths from its 1650-75 level, despite the settlement of Pennsylva- 
nia and the Carolinas. Tobacco prices plunged, forcing marginal producers out 
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of production. New Englanders, forced from outlying areas by King Philip’s 
War, could not rebuild, even after the Indian threat receded. When times 
improved at the turn of the century, farmers moved to more promising fron- 
tiers, attracting loans from merchants and gentlemen.” 

Eighteenth-century southern farmers had more sources of credit. Chesa- 
peake planters and planter-merchants loaned money or granted book credit to 
friends and neighbors. Many had ties to British merchants, but others gener- 
ated capital from their own farm and mercantile activities. Merchants followed 
suit: increasing numbers were willing to grant twelve months of credit. Small 
Chesapeake tobacco planters were especially fortunate, for Scot representatives 
of the great Glasgow tobacco houses carried them from one crop year to the 
next. Rather than “depend for payment on the real ability of the people,” 
Glasgow merchant Archibald Henderson wrote in 1766, storekeepers “trust to 
the labor and industry of many” men of little property, granting them credit to 
buy “household furniture and working tools.” Because merchants competed for 
customers, small planters, getting “goods upon credit from different store- 
keepers,” accrued large debts. In Southside Virginia during the 1760s and 1770s, 
Scot storekeepers universally extended credit (a tenth of the customers paid 
cash) and received payment in the planter’s tobacco crop or from others in- 
debted to the planter. Lowcountry Carolina small planters had less access to 
credit. Great planters commanded large sums from British merchants, their 
Charleston representatives, and Charleston merchants to buy slaves and lux- 
uries, but these men loaned money or provided book credit to lesser planters 
irregularly. Small operators had to rely on the patronage of great planters for 
credit. Credit was even less plentiful in the backcountry, where farmers got it 
when buying imports from tavern keepers and storekeepers. North Carolina 
Moravians, for instance, set up a store and granted book credit to outsiders— 
even though it was against their principles—because there was no other way to 
continue the trade in furs necessary to their survival.*° 

As commercial agriculture in the northern colonies grew, local sources of 
capital increased. Rich men, who had built fortunes in land speculation, mer- 
cantile trade, or commercial agriculture, loaned money on long terms to com- 
mercial farmers. Entrepreneur Sir Peter Warren of New York City occasionally 
lent money to prosperous farmers; smaller landowners in Dutchess County, 
New York, took out 519 mortgages (some for £10 or less) with city or local men. 
Merchants (or farmer-merchants, tanners, or millers) such as Elijah Williams 
of Deerfield, Massachusetts, advanced farmers money to buy manufactures and 
pay taxes; months later they took wheat, corn, or butter as payment and, in 
turn, were linked to creditors in Boston, Philadelphia, New York, or England. 
One in twenty householders in Massachusetts in 1771 kept shops, providing 
customers with many places to borrow money or get book credit. Farmers 
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increasingly borrowed money from one another. Between 1710-19 and 1760-75 
the proportion of Dutchess County decedents who showed debts owed them 
jumped from one-third to three-fifths; during the 1760s nearly three-fifths of 
Burlington County, New Jersey, decedents held negotiable bonds or notes. In 
York County, Pennsylvania, on the Susquehanna frontier, Quaker farmers lent 
money to others in their meeting, as did Presbyterians and Moravians to a 
lesser extent.*” 

Using their land as collateral, northern farmers could borrow small sums (at 
5 percent interest) from land banks run by the colonial governments. In 1714 the 
Massachusetts land bank lent to 110 men in Middlesex County; two-thirds were 
farmers, and the rest were craftsmen. In 1717 it lent a new emission to 78 
additional Middlesex householders, three-fifths of whom were farmers and 
one-third, artisans. Pennsylvania’ land bank, which operated from 1726 to 1755, 
was especially successful, making 3,421 loans (137 per year); seven-tenths were 
small sums ranging from £30 to £80 lent to farmers who owned 50—250 acres.°* 

By the late seventeenth-century, mortgages had become a major source of 
credit for farmers, who used the money to buy more land or livestock, build new 
structures, or put up fences. Between 1650 and 1750, Middlesex County residents 
took out 619 mortgages; 77 percent went to rural landowners. Nearly two-thirds 
of rural borrowers were farmers, and most of the rest were craftsmen; they 
borrowed from clergymen, lawyers, and rich farmers and artisans. Despite the 
oft-stated short terms of the instruments, farmers regularly got them extended 
an average of seven years. The mortgage market was more vigorous in rural New 
York, where merchants accumulated more money to lend. Landholders in two 
Dutchess County precincts alone took out 329 mortgages between 1754 and 1770, 
averaging about £170 sterling. Nearly three-quarters of the mortgagors were 
dubbed yeomen or farmers, but nearly half the lenders were merchants, most 
from growing New York City. 

In the Chesapeake region, where commercial credit from merchants and 
storekeepers was plentiful, planters rarely mortgaged land to expand their oper- 
ations. Instead, during debt crises (such as that in 1772), creditors forced them 
to take out mortgages to pay for goods they had bought. Between July 1767 and 
June 1771, on average, just 36.5 Southside Virginia planters mortgaged land each 
year. As the economy weakened, that number jumped 2.5 times (to 94) in 1771— 
72 and then—after the crisis hit—nearly tripled (to 184).°° 

Everywhere in the colonies, a system of local exchange or barter developed. 
Based on neighborly reciprocity, this “borrowing system” grew out of commer- 
cial exchange. At first local exchange was very limited. Early Chesapeake plant- 
ers emphasized tobacco so much and engaged in so little craft activity or cloth 
manufacture that they had little to trade but their labor. Farmers in mid- 
seventeenth-century Massachusetts were so short of labor that they limited the 
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borrowing system to farm produce. Farmers did help one another in time of 
need, lending money or tools. As a Virginian put it in 1650, “no man will ever be 
denyed the loane of Corne for his house-spending and seed till the harvest.” 
The borrowing system grew as a substitute for commercial exchange where 
markets were lacking or declining. When tobacco prices plummeted in the 
Chesapeake in the late seventeenth century and when wheat rust and poor soil 
limited New England wheat and flour exports at mid-century, the borrowing 
system expanded.” 

By the mid-eighteenth century the borrowing system had become a strongly 
ingrained custom, a necessary part of economic and social life. More important 
in guaranteeing household sufficiency than commercial markets, the borrow- 
ing system sustained local trade. Rather than selling their produce or labor 
power, farmers bartered them, sometimes working for one another thirty or 
forty days a year. A cash-poor farmer received manufactures from a storekeeper 
or wheat from a neighbor without making immediate payment, but he even- 
tually paid the storekeeper corn or butter and the neighbor help at harvest time. 
Or a farmer who owed a neighbor money gave corn to another neighbor to pay 
for help that neighbor had given the first one months earlier. Even when 
farmers brought tobacco or wheat to market, the exchange sometimes involved 
neither cash nor commercial notes, and the creditor—a neighbor, a gentleman, 
or a merchant of long acquaintance—willingly granted book credit and took 
the market risks himself. These exchanges reduced the farmer’s need for cash; 
diminished the possibility that farmers would become heavily indebted; miti- 
gated the impact of recessions, poor weather, and bad crops; and allowed 
communities to become more self-sufficient.*! 

Daily rituals of reciprocity on farms and in stores stood at the center of the 
borrowing system. Frolics, barn or house raisings, spinning bees, and harvests 
were occasions for work and neighborliness, making loans, and repaying debts 
(each seen as a “gift”). Farmers helped one another at harvest or weeding time 
and borrowed and loaned food and plows while their wives bartered butter for 
spinning or cheese for eggs and made country cloth together, as several exam- 
ples suggest. During the early 1730s, when “he was a little boy [12 or 13 years old] 
just able to pick up wheat,” John Evans, who lived near the Patuxent River in 
Prince George’s County, Maryland, helped at his uncle Samuel White’s harvest. 
“There was an abundance of people present,” including kin and neighbors, 
helping to get in the crop and waiting to hear White relate which of his children 
would receive which of his slaves. In April 1797 Erkuries Beatty, a prosperous 
farmer living near Princeton, New Jersey, engaged carpenters to build a barn. 
He sent his hired hand to find neighbors to help, and the next day “we got it 
[the barn] up very well without any accident and the cow shed too. . . . —we had 
32 people at the raising and gave them all supper, at least twice as many people 
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as we wanted, but I was happy I had so many friends to help me.” These friends 
probably included women (Beatty was unmarried) who cooked the meals.*” 

Farm women played a key role in these rituals, trading among themselves. 
They borrowed pork, loaned a skein of yarn, tended a birth or a barn raising, 
and traded (on occasion in their own name) with storekeepers. Martha Bal- 
lard’s diary suggests the complexity of such female rituals. On September 3, 
1788, Ballard, a Maine farm woman and midwife, reported that “Mrs Savage... 
has spun 40 double skeins for me since April 15”; in return Ballard’s daughter 
Dolly “wove her 7 yds of Diaper,” and Ballard “let her have 1 skein of lining 
warp.” As this example suggests, making homespun cloth, a ubiquitous female 
activity, required cooperation with neighbors, for households rarely owned the 
sheep, flax, cotton, wool cards, spinning wheels, and looms needed to make 
cloth. To finish a linen and wool sheet might entail trade among four women: 
the sheep owner, the flax producer, the spinner, and the weaver. But women 
traded with men as well, exchanging the butter they made for grain, for exam- 
ple. Matthew Patten regularly got butter from neighboring women, and late- 
eighteenth-century Delaware Valley women became so proficient at making 
butter that some of them marketed it in Philadelphia for cash.” 

By increasing services and goods available to farmers, rural artisans—car- 
penters, shoemakers, blacksmiths, tailors, and weavers—deepened rituals of 
mutual obligation. Farmers rarely saw these artisans, who lived next to them in 
the open country, as a separate class. Middling and rich farmers bought every- 
day shoes or furniture from local artisans and had their plows sharpened, their 
horses shod, and their barrels and hogsheads made by a local blacksmith or 
cooper. Since the vegetables, grain, and butter artisans made rarely fed their 
families, trade of smithing or carpentry for neighbors’ corn or butter benefited 
craft families, too. 

Frontier areas supported few artisans; as the population increased, artisans 
grew more numerous. Only a tenth of the early settlers of Rowan County, in the 
North Carolina backcountry, had craft skills, but that proportion had doubled 
by 1759, a decade after the first colonists arrived. Local merchants or big farm- 
ers set up artisans in business and paid them a wage or received rent, a share of 
the profits, or the right to market their products in exchange. Artisans often 
worked alone (or with family help) but occasionally hired an apprentice or 
journeyman. They owned or rented small farms or worked as slave overseers or 
farm laborers during planting and harvesting season, plying their trade (like 
Kent County, Maryland, blacksmiths or Connecticut furniture makers) in fall 
and winter. Nonetheless, artisans (especially in capital-intensive trades such as 
tanning, smithing, or weaving) often passed on their tools and skills to their 
sons (or apprenticed them to a neighbor practicing their trade), thereby creat- 
ing artisan or artisan-farmer dynasties.4 
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Farmers, moreover, dabbled in carpentry or tanning, and their wives spun 
thread and wove cloth. Half of mid-eighteenth-century Essex County farmers 
owned craft tools, and nearly three-tenths of householders in Burlington 
County, New Jersey, and Chester County, Pennsylvania, and three-quarters in 
Kent County, Maryland (on the Eastern Shore), owned carpentry tools. Two- 
thirds of planters in the tobacco-growing Chesapeake and one-half in the Low- 
country owned carpentry tools, and the largest planters employed slave ar- 
tisans, mostly woodworkers. 

A few farmers, such as the Lanes, a family of tanners in mid-eighteenth- 
century New Hampshire, or the handyman-carpenters of western Connecticut, 
combined farming with craft, holding each of equal importance. This “union of 
manufactures and farming,” as Tench Coxe, George Washington’s assistant sec- 
retary of treasury, put it in 1794, was common on Delaware Valley farms, “where 
parts of almost every day, and a great part of every year, can be spared from the 
business of the farm,” but it could be found as well in New England. Two-fifths 
of the farmers who died in Middlesex County between 1730 and 1780 had also 
been employed as craftsmen. The services these farmer-artisans provided were 
essential in rural areas. As Coxe noted, they “make domestic and farming 
carriages, implements and utensils, build houses and barns, tan leather, man- 
ufacture hats, shoes, hosiery, cabinet-work, and other articles of clothing and 
furniture, to the great convenience and advantage of the neighbourhood.”** 

Since kinfolk and ethnic groups often clustered together, participants in the 
borrowing system often shared ties of ethnicity, religion, or kinship. Maryland 
and Pennsylvania Germans and Long Island Dutch borrowed mostly from one 
another, even though English colonists lived nearby. Pennsylvania Friends had 
thick networks of credit and debt that increased in intensity in the 1750s and 
1760s. As new generations came of age and seated themselves on land their 
fathers had acquired, and as children from neighboring households or nearby 
settlements married one another, dense kinship networks of landed families 
developed. Cousin marriage, which was common in the Chesapeake colonies 
and the backcountry, increased the density of these networks. These neighbor- 
ing kinfolk—parents and adult children, brothers and sisters, aunts and uncles, 
and cousins and in-laws—strengthened the borrowing system through recipro- 
cal gift giving, lending, and borrowing. An all-encompassing neighborhood 
borrowing system emerged, its participants linked by neighborliness, religion, 
ethnicity, and kinship.“ 

Shopkeepers, found in every rural community, played an essential role in the 
borrowing system. In 1771 there was one storekeeper for every five families in 
small and middling Massachusetts towns; but half of them carried stock of less 
than £20, and another third had less than £100. The larger storekeepers, such as 
the Scots of Southside Virginia, had far more imported merchandise, including 


MARKETS AND FARM HOUSEHOLDS 


222 


numerous kinds of cloth, ribbons, pins, and needles; spices (chocolate, sugar, 
and pepper) and liquor; and a wide range of tools. Rather than just redistribut- 
ing local goods, these men improved the standard of living of their customers. 

To attract customers, storekeepers gave cash-poor farmers book credit, ad- 
vancing them money to pay taxes, acquire livestock, or buy cloth or sugar. To 
retain valued customers, merchants reduced prices, lengthened terms of repay- 
ment, or kept their accounts open for years without requiring full repayment. 
Most merchants (62 percent in court suits for debts in Dutchess County), 
moreover, charged no explicit interest. Such a system placed a premium on 
knowledge of the creditworthiness of customers. Merchants participated in the 
borrowing system by trading the goods they received from one neighbor to pay 
another neighbor for other goods or services, thus keeping butter, flour, or 
grain in the community. During the 1730s a Dutchess County storekeeper 
swapped goods for work (half the time) and farm products (a third of the time) 
but rarely received cash (just 5 percent of the time). Cash increased in impor- 
tance during the 1760s, as indicated in the records of a Dutchess storekeeper 
who received cash from two-fifths of his customers but still accepted farm 
goods, work, and wood in payment. Storekeepers took local meat, dairy prod- 
ucts, and vegetables (such as the shad, turnips, and onions that one Deerfield, 
Massachusetts, store bought in the mid-eighteenth century) and swapped them 
for exotic imports (such as Mediterranean raisins and figs and West Indian 
sugar). Four-fifths of the goods Benjamin Snyder sold in his Ulster County, 
New York, store from 1774 to 1776 were locally produced. 

In staple economies nearly everyone borrowed from storekeepers or mer- 
chants to procure manufactured goods until the crops came in. During the 
early 1770s more than half the householders in Lunenburg County, deep in the 
Virginia Southside, owed money to Scot storekeepers. Although less than half 
(46 percent) of those without slaves (three-fifths of the householders) ran up 
debts at the stores, three-quarters of the small slaveholders (those who owned 
1—4 slaves over age sixteen) and four-fifths of the larger slaveholders (who 
owned five or more slaves) patronized the stores. A third of the slaveholders, 
moreover, owed money to more than one storekeeper.” 

The borrowing system helped define the bounds of the community. Neigh- 
bors created their own customs of exchange and decided what barn raising or 
husking bee they should attend, when butter or sugar should be lent, when and 
how obligations should be settled, and whom to include in or exclude from the 
rounds of reciprocity. The system thus cemented friendships and incited con- 
flict as neighbors fought with one another over slights real or imagined. For 
instance, competition over notching logs at a Chester County, Pennsylvania, 
house raising in 1743 led neighbors David Allen and William Armstrong into 
mutual insults and fisticuffs. At Erkuries Beatty’s barn raising, the relationship 
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between Beatty and his neighbors was reciprocal and equal. Those who showed 
up knew they had a neighborly responsibility to lend a hand, and Beatty, in 
turn, understood his obligation to feed them. As members of farming families, 
they knew they could call on each other again. Every farmer, farmwife, son, 
daughter, storekeeper, carpenter, miller, or tavern keeper could participate as 
long as he or she showed signs (by owning land, signing a long-term lease, or 
living on parents’ land) of staying in the community. 

Many could not take part in the borrowing system. Gentlemen, great plant- 
ers, or wealthy merchants might participate, but only on the basis of equality, 
not as a patron or creditor who demanded farmers display subservience. Rural 
laborers, who depended on wages for subsistence, had no surpluses to trade. 
Transients, whether peddlers who trod the countryside with imports they 
bought in the city and for which they had to receive prompt payment or youths 
or families tramping a circuit in search of work or lodging, did not stay in a 
place long enough to reciprocate. Widows, old or sick men, the lame, and 
orphaned children might receive relief from parish, town, or county; when 
hired by farmers, justices, or overseers of the poor, they worked for their keep as 
subordinates, not equals.” 

Slaves traded produce from the garden plots their masters’ granted them, 
eggs or poultry from the fowl in the quarter yards, fish or shellfish they caught, 
mats or bowls they had made, and even corn, rice, hogs, and beef with the 
master, other slaves, servants, white neighbors, or townsfolk. Although slaves 
(especially in the Lowcountry) devised a borrowing system among themselves, 
and an occasional slave might have a book credit account with a local store- 
keeper, nearly all transactions with whites were exchanges for cash or goods, 
not reciprocal gifts. Slave men in the Carolina Lowcountry most often traded 
with masters, but several hundred slave women went to Charleston (and Savan- 
nah by the 1780s) and sold bread, eggs, fruit, vegetables, berries, and baskets for 
cash. Similar, but less extensive, exchange could be found in small Chesapeake 
cities such as Norfolk and Baltimore. Whites who traded with slaves often 
treated them with contempt, a sentiment the slaves sometimes returned; mas- 
ters often construed the trade of slaves among themselves and with poor whites 
as theft of their property.*! 

The borrowing system, with its neighborhood interdependence, nourished 
the small property holders’ ideal of farm independence. No farmer was autono- 
mous, but his participation (and that of his wife) in neighborhood exchanges 
allowed him to choose when and how he would buy and sell goods at the 
market. If his family did not make shoes, maybe his neighbor did; if his wife ran 
low on apples, she might borrow some from a neighbor and return an apple pie 
or cornbread later. A man who headed such an independent household had the 
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right, he believed, to vote, to have his voice taken seriously, and to have his 
property and his position as patriarchal head of his family protected.*? 

Nonetheless, local storekeepers linked farmers who rarely sold goods for 
export indirectly to commodity markets. Tied as they were to colonial whole- 
salers or English merchants, storekeepers had to pay their debts promptly 
in bills of exchange or farm goods. To compensate for the months between 
sale and payment and the inevitable “doubtful” and “desperate” debts, most 
marked up their prices. Storekeepers inevitably sued farmers for collection of 
debt, and assemblies established ways to prove the validity of book debt. As the 
sources of local and commercial credit increased during the first half of the 
eighteenth century, court suits for debt skyrocketed in places such as Dutchess 
County; Hartford County, Connecticut; and Richmond County, Virginia. 
Cases involved neighbors as often as strangers. But creditors faced strong limits 
on their ability to collect debt. A storekeeper who wished to build business with 
cash-poor farmers gave customers as much time as they needed to settle debts; 
in some places, such as Piedmont Virginia, debtors abandoned a merchant who 
demanded repayment for a nearby competitor, eager for the business. Most 
debtors settled with creditors informally, underwent mediation, or failed to 
contest a debt case brought by the creditor (permitting the debt to enter the 
public record). Court action usually stopped there. If a creditor seized a debt- 
or’s property, imprisoned him, or sold him into temporary servitude to pay the 
debt—all allowed by colonial laws—he ruined his relationship with farmers, 
destroying his customer base. When pressed by suppliers, creditors did exe- 
cute writs to seize property, but they rarely had farmers thrown into debt- 
or’s prison.*? 

When credit collapsed, wholesalers called in debts owed by mercantile and 
farm debtors, leading to a flurry of court suits wherever their agents operated. 
Between 1750 and 1754, when grain prices plummeted and credit contracted in 
Philadelphia, local merchants called in their debts, and rural land foreclosures 
skyrocketed, from 18 in 1748—49 (when credit was plentiful) to 119 in 1753-54; a 
new crisis in 1765 led foreclosures to leap to 250. The international crisis of 1772 
had a similar impact in the Chesapeake colonies. Debt cases more than doubled 
in frontier Pittsylvania County, Virginia, between 1768 and 1774, and the pro- 
portion of writs of execution among debt cases rose from just over half to more 
than three-quarters. At the same time, both the number of debt cases in Prince 
George’s and Somerset Counties (one was a tobacco county; the other, less de- 
pendent on the staple) and the number of debtors in Maryland prisons jumped. 

When many local or British merchants failed, as they did when international 
credit broke down, less money entered the economy and fewer goods changed 
hands. As commercial credit disappeared, the amount of money that mer- 
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chants and big planters could lend dwindled, and the borrowing system ap- 
proached collapse. The bankruptcy of a single merchant could wreak similar, if 
less widespread, havoc. If a storekeeper failed to collect most of his debts and 
defaulted on Boston or London loans, he could not buy new manufactured 
goods and would lose his line of credit. Even if he remained in business, he 
would no longer have money to loan on long terms.™ 

During the mid-eighteenth century, just as in earlier times, farmers sold 
goods at market, but a minority—located in the staple-producing South and in 
pockets scattered throughout the North—were fully integrated into a market 
economy. Small farmers participated in a borrowing system, separate from yet 
dependent upon commodity markets. Eighteenth-century farmers fell into 
three groups: staple-producers, who directed their labor toward meeting mar- 
ket demands for tobacco, rice, or grain and who used informal networks as an 
adjunct; surplus producers, who sent small surpluses to market but depended 
heavily on nonmarket exchange; and craft farmers, who grew some food but 
got the rest by trading food for home-manufactured goods or working for 
other farmers. How a particular farm household related to the market de- 
pended not only on the farm’s location and the market for its crops, but on the 
land the farmer owned and the household labor he commanded.” 


Household Formation 


Colonists regarded any form of social organization other than a household, 
whether communal agriculture (like that found in Plymouth Colony in the 
early 1620s) or an all-male barracks society (typical in early Virginia), as un- 
natural. Only households could practice the forms of patriarchy, family disci- 
pline, and wifely subordination God mandated. Plymouth Colony abandoned 
common property and common cultivation in 1623. William Bradford, the col- 
ony’s leader, explained that the communal system had bred “much confusion 
and discontent and retard[ed] much employment.” Communal ownership and 
work had led “young men, that were most able and fit for labour and service,” 
to “repine that they should spend their time and strength to work for other 
men’s wives and children without any recompense.” Their wives, for their part, 
deemed being “commanded to do service for other men, as dressing their meat, 
washing their clothes, etc., as “a kind of slavery,’ and “neither could many 
husbands brook it.” In contrast, the division of land “made all hands very 
industrious.”>¢ 

More than a century and a half later, New Englander Mayo Greenleaf Patch 
(1766-1818) expected to head such a farm household. But his family was poor 
and tramped from town to town with little prospect of getting land. He gained 
respectability only by seducing and marrying a seventeen-year-old girl in 1788. 
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His father-in-law made him a householder. He gave the couple a small plot of 
land to use, built them a house, and provided Patch with a shoemaker’s shop. 
Patch repaid his wife’s family by gaining control over their land and misusing it. 
Most husbands were less venal than Patch, but their households structurally 
resembled his. Free families, who lived, produced, and consumed in house- 
holds like Patch’s, were units of production. Household members—husbands, 
wives, sons, daughters, hired hands, servants, and slaves—pooled the income 
they made from farm work, craft labor, and local exchange. Like Patch, hus- 
bands controlled all family property, including land and chattels wives inher- 
ited. As legal heads of household, husbands made every economic decision, 
from determining the farm’s mix of subsistence and market crops to delegating 
tasks to wives, children, and servants. Fathers pursued family subsistence and 
aspired to give their children the resources to make farm households. While 
affection among family members was common, open or suppressed conflict 
among husbands, wives, and children (like those of Patch’s family) may have 
been as common.*” 

How did nearly all white men come to expect to be landowning farm house- 
holders? Colonial household government grew out of contested English tradi- 
tions and colonial demographic and economic circumstances. In England pa- 
triarchal landed households had diminished in importance; most immigrants 
had lived in somewhat egalitarian cottager and urban laborer families, where 
husbands and wives worked for wages. Other immigrants, especially in New 
England, had lived in more bourgeois homes, where husbands ruled with 
patriarchal authority but women demanded more autonomy. Colonists got 
land more readily, married younger, and bore more children than the English, 
circumstances compatible with patriarchal and egalitarian households. Com- 
munal norms about family life slowly developed, the result of thousands of 
compromises between husbands and wives. By the early eighteenth century, a 
new kind of household had emerged, characterized by subsistence and market 
production, male field labor and female domestic production, male authority 
and female subservience, and shared authority over child rearing.** 

Colonists, as much as the English, connected household formation to mar- 
riage and presumed that only men able to support a family could wed. Unmar- 
ried men were supposed to be dependents in the homes of others. Before con- 
templating household formation and marriage, single immigrants who paid 
their own passage had to find land and build a house; servants had to wait until 
their terms ended. Little stood in the way of New England immigrants. During 
the 1630s most women wed in their teens; most men, by twenty-six. But after 
they completed their terms, Chesapeake servants had to postpone marriage and 
work as laborers for several years to accumulate money to buy land, a more 
difficult task when tobacco prices plunged after 1680. Even then many men 
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postponed marriage (until age thirty) because so few women immigrated. Since 
so many men sought wives, native-born women were forced to marry as young 
as age sixteen. Unable to find wives, many men set up households as bachelors, 
but such homes lacked the vegetable gardens and household furnishings a wife 
could bring to the operation.*° 

When native-born generations came of age, chances for early marriage mul- 
tiplied. Benjamin Franklin viewed colonial chances to marry as superior to 
England’s and implied that a new kind of productive household developed as a 
result. He linked abundant land to early marriage and large families. Indians, 
“having large Tracts,” he insisted in the mid-1750s, “were easily prevail’d on to 
part with Portions of Territory.” “Land being thus plenty in America, and so 
cheap as that a labouring Man, that understands Husbandry, can in a short time 
save money enough to purchase a Piece of new land sufficient for a Plantation, 
whereon he may subsist a Family.” Since such a landholder was “not afraid to 
marry,” “marriages in America are more general, and more generally early, than 
in Europe.” Marrying so early, American women bore eight children, twice as 
many as women in Europe. Since land was cheap and plentiful, their adult chil- 
dren readily procured some. But more than “the greater Fecundity of Nature” 
was involved; men with land provided their children “Examples of Industry... 
and industrious education; by which the Children are better able to provide for 
themselves, and their marrying early, is encouraged from the Prospect of good 
Subsistence.” 

Franklin accurately compared marriage in England and its colonies. English- 
men postponed marriage until they were nearly thirty, after a term of service- 
in-husbandry and years of wage labor. They usually married after they had 
acquired a cottage and rights to use a tiny piece of land or secured city employ- 
ment. Women married at a younger age (twenty-five or twenty-six), but they, 
too, had often been servants-in-husbandry or had worked as spinners or la- 
borers before marriage. At a time when few people practiced birth control, a 
womans first marriage at age twenty-six rather than twenty reduced the num- 
ber of children in a family by three. Cottagers and laborers must have welcomed 
such small families, for children could perform little household labor and were 
therefore more of an economic drain than an asset.°! 

The descendants of English immigrants, who had far more land at their dis- 
posal, jumped quickly into marriage. During the seventeenth century native- 
born New England women married at age twenty and men at twenty-five, 
much younger than their counterparts in England. By the end of the century 
similar patterns had appeared in the Chesapeake region and in North Carolina. 
Pennsylvania’s Quaker pioneers were almost as young (the men were twenty-six 
and a half; the women, twenty-two). As land became more expensive in older 
areas during the eighteenth century, the age at first marriage climbed to twenty- 
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three for women and twenty-six for men. To care for aged parents, sons of long- 
lived New Englanders postponed marriage; to look after younger siblings, or- 
phaned sons in the South did the same. But in frontier areas such as backcoun- 
try South Carolina, with its abundance of unimproved land, men married at 
twenty-two and women at nineteen. Despite the pressure to postpone marriage 
in older areas, enough families moved (or expected to move) to frontiers to 
keep marriage age low. Early marriage echoed throughout the economy, affect- 
ing fertility and family labor, inheritance, and relations between spouses—and 
these social patterns in turn influenced the marriage pattern.” 

Colonists soon expected to marry at young ages and refused to let the high 
land prices in older areas stand in their way. The children of poorer landed 
householders living in older regions increasingly conceived children before 
they married. At first officials punished nonmarital sexual activity, hoping to 
eliminate the practice. The seventeenth-century New England couples (num- 
bering at least 163) who engaged in intercourse (or a suspicion of sexual play) as 
a prelude to marriage were hauled before the court for fornication or lewd 
behavior. Chesapeake authorities whipped servants who bore bastards or, more 
commonly, added years to their terms. Such communal control disappeared in 
the eighteenth century. Although only about one in fifteen free seventeenth- 
century women were pregnant on their wedding day, Chesapeake servant girls 
often established sexual relationships before their terms expired. (At least a fifth 
of the female immigrant servants who came to Charles County, Maryland, 
between 1658 and 1705 bore an illegitimate child.) By the pre-Revolutionary era 
the proportion of women pregnant on their wedding day had jumped to more 
than one of every four. During the eighteenth century, premarital intercourse 
was usually a prelude to marriage and perhaps a way to gain parental approval 
for the match. Not a single Quaker woman bore an illegitimate child; unmar- 
ried women gave birth to only 1 percent of the children born in Middlesex 
County, Massachusetts, in 1764.6 

Early marriage and household formation came at the end of a complex but 
hardly inevitable process. The millions of acres settlers conquered allowed men 
to marry young. But the high ratios of land to labor that ready access to land 
created could have led colonial rulers to impose serfdom on the rest of the 
populace. No matter their class, however, colonists demanded personal free- 
dom. Serfdom and feudalism had so withered away in England that no one 
turned servants into serfs, and every attempt to impose feudalism in the colo- 
nies failed. Colonial household formation was predicated upon plentiful land 
and this expectation of freedom. As long as land remained abundant, marriage 
and household formation continued on a generational cycle. The conjugal 
couple bore many children, used their labor to build capital in land, and repaid 
them for their efforts with a dowry (of linen or livestock) or inheritance that 
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(along with work on nearby farms) allowed them to marry, find land on a new 
frontier, and begin the cycle again. 

Married women bore children every other year throughout their twenties 
and thirties, giving birth to seven or eight children if they remained married 
through age forty-five. Marital fertility was low in the seventeenth-century 
Chesapeake region and—after an increase toward the end of the century— 
probably declined again. It stayed high nearly everywhere else. Few families— 
except possibly Quakers and scattered families in New England in the late 
seventeenth century (when the region was plagued by depression) and the late 
eighteenth century (after land supplies had dropped)—practiced birth control. 
These high levels of fertility meant that most children lived with many siblings 
and most middle-aged men headed large households. Late eighteenth-century 
households had three or four children; young couples had one or two children. 
Even though some children died in infancy, by the time a couple reached their 
early forties, five or six children lived at home; thereafter, the number declined 
as children set out on their own.® 

Although household heads often bought an indentured servant, employed 
wage labor, or owned a slave, husband and wife and their children were the core 
of the household. With most of their kinfolk in England, New England immi- 
grant households rarely included adult siblings or a widowed grandparent. In 
the Chesapeake region in the seventeenth century, where adults married late 
and died young, widows and widowers usually remarried, creating families that 
included stepchildren and half-siblings as well as their own offspring. By the 
early eighteenth century nuclear family households, with no kin other than the 
married couple and their children, predominated everywhere, but extended 
households (with other kin) began to appear. Seven of ten Guilford, Connecti- 
cut, households in 1732 and six of ten in Prince George’s County, Maryland, in 
1776 (four-fifths when units with stepchildren, boarders, or unrelated orphans 
are included) were nuclear in structure. Extended households were most com- 
mon in New England. In 1764 more than three of ten Massachusetts farm 
families shared houses, and most of them were probably related. At particular 
times in their life cycles, individuals often lived with kin. Newlyweds might 
board with parents long enough to begin a family, thereby creating a three- 
generation household; a child (and her family) might live with parents as they 
aged; or an aged parent might move into a child’s house. As many as four of 
five people over sixty-five in Prince George’s County in 1776 lived with one of 
their children. 

Farmers viewed household members not as individuals but as parts of an 
organic whole, each with assigned tasks. Productive relations inside the house- 
hold combined with the legal subservience of wives and children, long mar- 
riages, and the obedience children owed fathers and servants and slaves owed 
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masters to create a system of patriarchal family government. In return for this 
willing subordination, patriarchal theory insisted, the husband-father-master 
had to lead his family in prayers, feed and clothe them, educate his children and 
train them in farming, and provide marital portions when they married. If 
husband, wife, and children maintained this familial hierarchy, the state al- 
lowed the husband-father-master to direct and correct household members 
without interference. Patriarchal theory granted joint authority to father and 
mother over children but insisted that fathers make all important decisions, 
especially those concerning sons.” 

The timing of the transition to domestic patriarchalism depended on demo- 
graphic realities. In New England the abundant acres early town proprietors 
owned combined with high adult life expectancy, long marriages, and large 
families to increase paternal authority and instill the practice of patriarchal 
ideals from the outset of settlement. Law and state action sustained New En- 
gland patriarchs. Town fathers placed orphans with families whose heads could 
act as patriarchs; law mandated that children receive paternal permission be- 
fore marriage and decreed (but never enforced) the death penalty for children 
who assaulted a parent; magistrates punished wives (and husbands) when pa- 
triarchal order broke down, even ordering fathers to whip recalcitrant children 
or fining drunkards who failed to support their families. 

A similar process was completed in the Delaware Valley by the early eigh- 
teenth century, but it took much longer in the Chesapeake region for patriarchal 
theory, much less practice, to emerge. High death rates of seventeenth-century 
immigrants reduced the security couples needed to maintain the reciprocal 
obligations of female obedience and male support essential for patriarchy. 
When immigration declined and adult life expectancy improved early in the 
eighteenth century, the length of marriages rose to twenty years or more, and 
family sizes grew. Freeholders could then form patriarchal families. The spread 
of slaveholding, with its mandated absolute dependence, further strengthened 
patriarchal ideology in the South. By 1774 patriarchal households could be 
formed in every colony. In that year dependents of male household heads— 
wives, children, servants, and slaves—constituted an astonishing four-fifths of 
the population and more than half the adults. 

Men gained independence when they formed households and married; 
women exchanged subservience to fathers with dependence on husbands when 
they wed. Soon after settlement, all colonies adopted laws that subsumed the 
legal identity of a wife into that of her husband. Husbands governed their wives, 
had the right to demand access to their bodies, and by custom could discipline 
them. Married women lost the right to make contracts or sue or be sued unless 
they brought suit with their husbands. (Until 1665 New England wives could 
and did go to court themselves in slander cases.) Unless protected by a prenup- 
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tial trust (marriage settlement), a wife turned over control of all the personal 
goods, slaves, and land she brought into marriage to her husband during his 
lifetime. Marriage settlements, usually made by a rich widow before remar- 
riage, safeguarded her control of her property and her children’s inheritance 
during marriage. Wives without a marriage settlement retained only the right 
to veto sale of land they owned or would inherit from their husbands as their 
dower right, and husbands often disregarded that right. In return for legal 
submission, wives expected husbands to support them and had the dower right 
to one-third of a husband’s property upon his death. This common law of 
coverture enshrined the dominance of husbands over their wives. Only femme 
soles—women who never married and widows—had property rights.”° 

These points should not be misunderstood. Female subservience was socially 
mandated, but the relationship between spouses was reciprocal, if unequal. 
Middling and rich farmwives increasingly expected companionate marriages 
based on love and respect as much as economic necessity. As New Englander 
Benjamin Wadsworth put it in 1712, husbands and wives should not only “co- 
habit and dwell together” but “have a great and tender love and affection 
toward one another” and “be patient one toward another.” Husbands owed 
wives love, fidelity, and economic support and should refrain from disciplining 
them excessively. As Wadsworth argued, “Wives submit yourselves to your own 
Husbands, be in subjection to them,” but husbands should discipline their 
wives “lovingly and kindly” and not “curse them, reproach, defame and belie 
them, beat and strike them.””! 

A farmwife, moreover, functioned as a “deputy husband”; she gained auton- 
omy in kitchen and garden, shared authority over children, and sometimes 
represented him in economic matters. She had to learn enough about farming 
to take over if her husband deserted her or died before a son reached adult- 
hood. Despite legal prohibitions, wives occasionally hired day laborers, bought 
servants, made bargains, or paid debts without the guidance of husbands, and 
(as we have seen) farmwives fully participated, on their own, in local borrowing 
systems. Widows and some deserted wives regained the legal rights of a femme 
sole, and widows frequently were sole executors of their husbands’ estates; older 
widows rarely remarried and often ran successful farms or other enterprises.” 

The practice of kin naming suggests that the identities of children were 
subsumed under those of their parents—especially their fathers. Parents in 
some New England villages—Hingham, Massachusetts, and Windsor, Connect- 
icut, for instance—named first children after themselves more often than others 
in the lineage and often named a child after a deceased sibling, practices that 
placed children strongly within conjugal families. Gradually parents dropped 
the custom of kin naming, thus accentuating individuality over kin identifica- 
tion. But in Plymouth colony, New York, and the Chesapeake, parents generally 
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named children after grandparents, aunts, or uncles as often as after themselves, 
suggesting identity with lineage as well as the conjugal family.” 

Children worked on the farm until they married, and by custom and law they 
could wed only with parental permission; servants required the permission of 
their masters. The Society of Friends went further and insisted that both the 
family and the meeting grant permission. The sequence of marriages among a 
couple’s children in Hingham, Massachusetts, shows the ubiquity of paternal 
control there. If children had a free choice, one would expect to find no rela- 
tionship between birth order and marriage age or between marriage age and 
the father’s longevity. But Hingham daughters rarely married out of birth 
order, and sons whose fathers lived into old age married one or two years later 
than sons whose fathers died young. The preservation of family property, 
moreover, led children to marry cousins, other blood kindred, or in-laws, a 
common practice in the Chesapeake colonies, among the backcountry Scots- 
Irish, and perhaps in New England.”4 

The political link between authoritarian father and absolute monarch that 
sustained patriarchal families in Europe never developed in the colonies. In 
return for obedience to state and monarch, European states upheld the absolute 
power of the father to run his family and discipline its members. Few English 
Lords emigrated; colonial patriarchs were landowning men heading autono- 
mous households; they participated in government equally (in a legal sense) 
with their betters. After 1640 the English monarch, constrained by Parliament, 
provided neither theoretical nor practical legitimacy for patriarchs. Attempts 
by early New England magistrates to enforce the link between the state and 
patriarchal order (for instance, comparing adultery or murder of a husband to 
treason) invariably failed. Lacking this theoretical link to an all-powerful state, 
patriarchal theory (not to mention practice) constantly faced disintegration. 
The central contradiction of colonial farm families—that the husband’s inde- 
pendence was sustained by the labor of wives and children at the same time that 
family members had to show due subordination to him—not only fed familial 
struggles but threatened to destroy patriarchy when wives or children rebelled 
against male authority.” 

We will never know how often farm husbands and wives fought, for few such 
disputes were recorded. When a wife withheld obedience or (worse) assaulted 
her husband, he had the right to beat her. Some men would abide no challenge 
to this right. In the mid-1660s, when a local magistrate in York County, Maine, 
berated a man for “sleighting & abusing” his wife, the man replied indignantly, 
“What hath any man to do with it, have I not power to Correct my owne wife?” 
In seventeenth-century New England, where Puritan magistrates valued family 
harmony, authorities prosecuted 128 husbands for abusing their wives for such 
sins as refusing to feed a pig. Eighteenth-century New England women seeking 
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a divorce often cited cruelty as a legal grounds. A wife’s show of independence 
or a husband’s tyrannical behavior must have triggered most marital argu- 
ments. Hannah Heaton, an eighteenth-century Connecticut farmwife, joined a 
revivalistic congregation and spent a day away from home in church, much to 
her husband’s disgust; he fought repeatedly with her and once met her at the 
door by saying, “I hoped you was dead and if it was so ide yoke up my team and 
sled you to hell.” Jane and Jeremiah Pattison, a middling planter family in early 
eighteenth-century Calvert County, Maryland, bickered over the use of the 
property of Jane Pattison’s first husband. But arguments soon escalated into 
violence, with Pattison “beating her with Tongs” and turning “her out of 
Doors . . . destitute of Cloaths and almost naked.” On occasion such wife 
beating led to the wife’s death, as in one 1733 Pennsylvania case when an enraged 
husband killed his wife with a stale loaf of bread.” 

A physically abused farmwife had few options. She might return abuse for 
abuse (as did fifty-seven wives in seventeenth-century New England) or refuse 
to work or wait on her husband, but she risked continued abuse or bodily 
harm. After much mistreatment, she might show her bruises to her servants, 
neighbors, or pastor, but few wished to involve themselves in domestic dis- 
putes. She might go to court to stop the abuse, but courts often sided with 
husbands and masters. The Accomac County, Virginia, court did when con- 
fronted in 1668—69 with charges against rich gentleman Henry Smith, whose 
wife, Joanna, accused him of violence and whose female servants accused him 
of violence and rape. An abused wife might try to conform to her husband’s 
demands, but she did so only by giving up those shreds of independence she 
had earned through her rebellion. Elizabeth Perkins of Willingburg, New Jer- 
sey, put up with “the most notorious scenes and disorder” and “often met with 
treatment which would have shocked a savage of the Ohio.” She might run away 
and turn to her family or neighbors for support, depriving her husband of her 
labor, as Perkins did in 1767. But as unhappy eighteenth-century Nantucket 
wife Abigail Gardiner Drew knew, if she ran away, she would lose use of “that 
property I have endured so many hardships to obtain” and be forced “once 
more in to the wide World bereft of Interest and friends.” Since her labor was 
crucial to the farm, running away or refusing to work might, at best, lead to a 
domestic truce. Nearly all unhappy couples did stay together, struggling daily to 
support themselves and their children.” 

Legally tied to their husbands and with little recourse to law in the face of 
violence, unhappy wives separated from husbands with difficulty. Desertion 
was the most common way for women to end a farm marriage. Informal 
severing of the marriage had to suffice, for courts and legislatures rarely granted 
divorce (in New England) or allowed legal separation (elsewhere). Even in 
Connecticut, the most liberal colony, where 839 couples gained divorces be- 
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tween 1750 and 1797, the divorce rate remained low through the 1770s, at 0.062 
to 0.081 per 1,000 per year. Most divorcing couples were members of the mer- 
cantile, trade, gentry, or artisan classes. A handful of New England farmwives or 
husbands sued for divorce each year. At most three-tenths of the 229 divorce 
petitions in eighteenth-century Massachusetts came from farm families, less 
than half their representation in the colony’s population. Knowing that pov- 
erty awaited them and their children if they succeeded, Massachusetts women 
waited at least four years after marital trouble began to file for divorce (men, in 
contrast, waited a year). Nevertheless, farmwives used defenses in separation 
and divorce suits that often resulted in favorable decisions. They complained 
that husbands committed adultery, deserted them, refused to support them, or 
beat them without mercy—grounds singly or together for divorce or separation 
in one or more colonies. They couched their petitions in a servile language of 
subordination that belied their quest for independence. Jane Pattison insisted 
that she had been “a very dutiful good wife”; Sarah Whelsher told the New 
Haven County court in 1723 a woeful tale of her husband’s reckless spending, 
adultery, and desertion that left her and “his poor Children” to “Ignomie, 
reproach, shame, and poverty.”” 

Farm husbands and wives almost always remained civil enough to maintain 
good household order. Every year each farmer had to decide what crops to 
grow, what craft activities to pursue, where and how to trade, and how to divide 
household labor. The range of possibilities was wide, from striving for self- 
sufficiency to producing almost exclusively for markets. Seventeenth-century 
farmers searched for a staple crop, neglecting to a degree subsistence produc- 
tion. By the eighteenth century, small farmers, even tobacco or rice planters, 
mixed subsistence and market production, making food and clothing for the 
family while selling surpluses to neighbors or merchants. These strategies 
aimed at the perpetuation of the farm business into the next generation. Hus- 
bands and wives shared this goal, even when they struggled over how to im- 
plement it.” 

Small farm households, no matter the region or crop mix, pursued invest- 
ment strategies that changed little over the colonial era. Before starting a farm, 
the couple needed bedding, cooking and eating utensils, linens, a table and 
chairs—goods often part of a dowry or an inheritance. Although the couple 
gradually acquired more household goods, investments in land, bound labor, 
and especially livestock took precedence over comfort.®° Ex-servants and la- 
borers in the seventeenth-century Chesapeake began to buy livestock even 
before they formed households. As soon as a family set up a farm, they got 
a cow or two, a few swine, and some dunghill fowl. Cattle were scarce in the 
early seventeenth century; but by mid-century they abounded. Herds of cows 
grazed the open range and hardy swine lived off the forests. Middle-colony and 
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southern farmers each acquired a horse; New Englanders bought oxen. In the 
seventeenth-century Chesapeake, fathers, godparents, and other relatives gave 
children livestock as gifts; in all colonies daughters of middling and sometimes 
poor men got livestock as part of their dowries. Ownership of these animals did 
not assure subsistence, but at least a family could plow their fields and put eggs, 
milk, butter, and meat on the table. Next, the farm family cleared land and 
planted subsistence and market crops. With crops in the ground, they could 
expect to pay off the debts they had accrued in buying livestock, and they 
looked forward to gathering food for the following winter and having a small 
surplus to trade with neighbors for the many foodstuffs they could not grow.*! 

Having acquired the means of subsistence, farm families sought the security 
that only landownership could bring. Lucky newlyweds received land as an 
inheritance, gift, or dowry, but most had to build capital or wait for an inheri- 
tance. Opportunities to get land remained good in the seventeenth century. 
Men in Windsor, Connecticut, got land (most by inheritance or gift) on average 
before they reached thirty. Land acquisition was a high priority for poor immi- 
grants. In seventeenth-century Maryland most former male servants worth less 
than £50—which usually meant they had some furnishings, kitchen goods, or 
livestock—owned land. As land prices rose in the eighteenth century, oppor- 
tunities for landownership dropped, and in 1774 less than one-third of house- 
holders worth less than £100 held land. Once bought, land was the costliest 
item in most farmers’ portfolios. A third of the wealth of all householders in 
seventeenth-century Maryland was held in land; the value of landed property in 
southern New England rose from about one-third of farm assets to nearly two- 
thirds between the 1630s and 1760s. In 1774 more than half (56 percent) of the 
wealth of middling colonial landowners (those worth £100 to £399) was held 
in land. 

Thus although small southern planters (but many fewer northern farmers) 
bought servants or slaves, a big majority of the capital-producing assets most 
farmers owned was held in land and livestock. Farmers added to their holdings 
through their fifties, buying or inheriting more livestock and land. But when 
their children reached adulthood, they began reducing their wealth by disburs- 
ing their assets as dowries or gifts. In 1774 the wealth of men in New England 
and the mid-Atlantic colonies grew from about £90 for men in their twenties to 
£650 for men in their late fifties, before slowly declining. The nonlanded wealth 
of young seventeenth-century Maryland fathers was £161; men with grown chil- 
dren had property worth £238; men over sixty lost wealth. In late eighteenth- 
century Hingham, Massachusetts, men in their twenties owned real estate 
worth £188, but that average jumped to £1,228 for men in their seventies.* 

Since children of rich men had more opportunities to get property, inequal- 
ity among free men appeared in farming communities during the seventeenth 
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century and increased thereafter. The richest tenth of seventeenth-century New 
England and Long Island farmers owned one-fifth to one-third of the wealth of 
their communities, but the richest tenth of southern planters owned one-half. 
In the eighteenth-century northern colonies, the richest tenth of rural house- 
holders—merchants and gentleman farmers—owned one-third to one-half of 
the community’s wealth; in the slave South the richest tenth of great planters 
owned two-thirds or more. The economic growth of the mid-seventeenth and 
mid-eighteenth centuries combined with a more gradual increase in inequality 
allowed middling landowning farmers to live more comfortably than their 
seventeenth century ancestors. Although small farmers and planters could not 
hope to acquire riches, they gained enough wealth over their lives to eventually 
attain the wealth of their fathers.*4 

Nothing reduced the chances that a father could pass on his farm to his 
children more than his early death, common throughout the colonial era but 
epidemic in the seventeenth-century South. In building a farm the family may 
have accumulated more debts than assets, and the land and livestock left to the 
family was often too little to support the family, much less to provide an 
adequate inheritance for each child. A younger widow therefore often remar- 
ried, potentially allowing her new husband to waste the estate or abuse her 
children. But colonial orphans’ courts regulated guardians closely; venal step- 
parents rarely prevailed, and surviving children usually collected the small 
sums due them. Surviving children of poor deceased fathers whose mothers 
remained widows were often bound out to learn a trade or housewifery; or- 
phans lived with relatives or, more often, were bound out until adulthood. 

Since farmwives usually married older men, they lost their spouses more 
often than farm husbands. As a femme sole, a widow regained the property 
rights she had lost at marriage. If her husband died without writing a will, her 
dower rights guaranteed her a life interest in one-third of her husband’s land 
and ownership ofa third of his movable property. Most landed men made wills, 
and they gradually reduced the assets they left wives. In the Chesapeake colo- 
nies and South Carolina, most men gave wives more than their thirds, often 
granting all their personal property and land for life. In older Chesapeake 
counties the proportion of men bequeathing more than dower fell from two- 
thirds in the late seventeenth century to one-half by the 1770s, but three- 
quarters of those who lived in counties founded in the eighteenth century 
continued to do so until the Revolution, albeit limiting their interest in prop- 
erty to the term of their widowhood. Northern farmers allowed widows to take 
their thirds or gave them less; when they gave more, they usually restricted it to 
widowhood or the minority of the children. In two Connecticut towns the 
proportion of men granting wives more than their dower share of land dropped 
from 15 percent in the 1750s to 9 percent in the 1770s; during the 1760s and 1770s 
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in rural Massachusetts, a quarter of rich men (over £750) with grown sons 
bequeathed wives less than dower, but only a tenth of the poorest farmers (less 
than £150) followed suit. In Bucks County, Pennsylvania, the proportion allow- 
ing widows more than dower dropped from two-thirds in 1685-1730 to two- 
fifths in 1731-56.°° 

Widows found running farms difficult. Their husbands’ creditors often took 
them to court and won assets from the estate. At the same time, a widow could 
go to court to sue for money owed her husband. After she paid her husband’s 
debts, collected what was owed him, and distributed bequests to adult children, 
the value of her property declined by a quarter (and by two-thirds in New 
England); only among the New York Dutch, who withheld inheritances from 
adult children until the widow’s death or remarriage, did women control a 
greater portion of the family holdings. Many seventeenth-century widows fell 
into destitution; eighteenth-century widows controlled at most one-ninth and 
usually one-twentieth of colonial wealth. Moreover, courts (especially in early 
New England) sometimes tried to supervise the widow’s finances. Only rich 
widows succeeded in hiring workers and managing the family’s farm, opening a 
tavern, or operating a mill; the rest remarried or depended on their children. In 
eighteenth-century rural Philadelphia County, widows were 2 percent of the 
taxed population, and less than a sixth of them stayed on the tax rolls for eight 
years. Widows with young children commonly remarried. Two-thirds of the 
women widowed in King Philip’s War, most of whom were young, remarried, 
as did two-fifths of the women widowed under age fifty in seventeenth-century 
Wethersfield, Connecticut. At least three-quarters of seventeenth- and early- 
eighteenth-century Middlesex County, Virginia, widows under age fifty and 
half of those under forty in eighteenth-century Hingham, Massachusetts, also 
remarried.’ 

Widows with adult sons neither remarried nor ran farms; instead they lived 
in their children’s homes or depended on their sons’ labor for their food. 
A growing portion of Pennsylvania and New England farmers bequeathed 
widows the use of a room or house and obligated their sons to provide her with 
provisions for subsistence and sale. In Chester County, Pennsylvania, the pro- 
portion of widows who got a house and provisions rose from a quarter in the 
1750s to a third in the 1760s and 1770s; in 1765-71 a fifth of Massachusetts 
widows with adult children obtained similar inheritances. This was less com- 
mon in the Chesapeake region, but two-thirds of widows with only adult 
children (versus two-fifths who had only minor children) were given less than 
their dower right in Lowcountry South Carolina, a prescription for depen- 
dence. A son required to provision his mother might run the farm cooper- 
atively, but the arrangement could lead to conflict. Sarah Brooke of Calvert 
County, Maryland, complained in the 1750s that her son Roger cared for her 
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reluctantly, and that she had “no Body to do anything for me not so much as to 
bring me a Coal of Fire to light my Pipe.”** 

Although young men could easily get cheap land, gifts and bequests of land 
from fathers to sons and (less often) daughters often made the difference 
between success and failure. An implicit contract regulated such transfers. Fa- 
thers used their children’s unpaid labor to improve the farms and kept owner- 
ship of most land until they died, when they gave it to widows and adult 
children. Most allowed married children to use their land, but only rich farmers 
gave them land at marriage. (Some, like increasing numbers of eighteenth- 
century Essex County, Massachusetts, farmers gave them land a few years after 
marriage.) This strategy preserved farmers’ independence into old age but 
perpetuated their sons’ dependence, even into middle age. Paternal attempts to 
control adult sons, especially in New England, led to intergenerational strife 
and propelled sons to migrate to frontier lands to establish their independence 
as adults.®° 

Nonetheless, the family goal of maintaining the farm over generations and of 
helping each child get a farm remained paramount. Despite the common-law 
rule of primogeniture among intestates, which prevailed in the southern colo- 
nies and New York, and laws in New England, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey, 
which mandated that the eldest son get a double share, fathers who wrote wills 
usually subdivided their land. Seventy percent of sons in Bucks County, Penn- 
sylvania, got land, as did four-fifths or more in two Connecticut towns and 
three-fifths in four eighteenth-century Maryland counties. Three-quarters of 
the German settlers in Augusta County, Virginia, divided property (including 
land) equally among sons. How fathers divided land among their sons de- 
pended on their wealth. Small landholders, who had just enough land to make 
one farm, tended to give it to one son or liquidate it and divide the proceeds. 
Middling and rich landholders divided their land among most or all of their 
sons, sometimes giving the eldest a larger share. As land became more expen- 
sive and farms became smaller in Maryland, primogeniture rose from less than 
a tenth in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries to one-sixth in the 
mid-eighteenth; it probably increased in coastal Virginia as well. 

Larger landholders or those with few or no sons bequeathed land to daugh- 
ters. In four late-seventeenth-century Chesapeake counties, with their high 
mortality and small families, between one-third and one-half of daughters got 
land; once family sizes grew, the proportion dropped to only one-tenth to one- 
fifth. Similarly, one-fifth of daughters in Bucks County acquired land from 
fathers. Two eighteenth-century Connecticut towns were exceptions: three- 
fifths of daughters there received land, though most of them got far less than 
their brothers.” 

Northern intestacy laws gave eldest sons a double share of personal property 
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(livestock, slaves, and household goods) and other children a single share; 
southern law mandated equal division among children. Will-writing fathers 
typically divided other property among all children, giving equal shares to each 
child or bequeathing eldest sons a double share. Daughters often received a 
different kind of inheritance. In eighteenth-century Bucks County, two-fifths of 
daughters were bequeathed cash exclusively, three times the proportion of sons. 
More than two-thirds of sons but only one-half of daughters inherited cash and 
tangible property. Massachusetts fathers gave household items to daughters, 
tools to sons, and livestock to all children. Chesapeake daughters increasingly 
received slaves rather than land. In Charles County, Maryland, daughters got 
more slaves than sons did; they usually received slave women while their broth- 
ers received slave men.” 

This bilateral inheritance system accentuated the importance of marriage. A 
man could not easily build a farm on his own. Husband and wife stocked a farm 
together; each brought significant property into the marriage or could expect to 
receive it when their fathers died. Men added land, livestock, and slaves to their 
wives’ household goods, livestock, money, and slaves. By giving daughters 
property, fathers permitted much of it to leave the male line, adding to the 
holdings of sons-in-law and building farms for other families. Over time, how- 
ever, this practice helped create bilateral kinship networks. 

The rapid growth of the colonial population, the result of early marriage and 
high fertility, filled the land with farms but reduced the number of acres avail- 
able to each. With this population pressure on land, land prices rose so high 
that fathers bought too little of it to give every son a working farm. To overcome 
this problem, farmers either gave all or most of their land to a single son or sold 
their holdings and moved to a frontier, where they could buy cheap, abundant 
land for each son. Others stayed put but turned to provisioning growing sea- 
ports and wartime armies or placed their sons in prosperous artisan trades. 
Farm intensification, job diversification, inheritance, and migration thus per- 
petuated a small farm economy and led to the rapid settlement of piedmont 
and mountain regions.” 

Rising land prices, combined with the gradual reduction in the price of 
imported manufactured goods, led middling farmers to improve their houses 
and buy a wider variety of consumer goods. Like their seventeenth-century 
ancestors, most farm families lived in one- or two-room houses, each room 
serving many purposes—cooking, dining, sleeping. Some middling farm fam- 
ilies built larger houses with three or more rooms spread over two floors. These 
houses, with a hall, a parlor, a kitchen, and perhaps a chamber (bedroom) 
contained more varied furniture and allowed greater room specialization. Five 
examples suggest the extent of change. In the richest grain-surplus regions of 
Massachusetts, half or more of the farmers lived in two-story houses by the end 
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of the century; even in poorer Worcester County, farmers lived in houses 
ranging from 600 to 1,200 square feet (with two to five rooms). In 1798 the log 
homes of Germans in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, averaged over 1,000 
square feet. That same year the wealthiest fifth of families in frontier Mifflin 
County, Pennsylvania, owned two-story houses of over 1,000 square feet; the 
homes of the next fifth averaged about 600 square feet. By the late 1760s a third 
of the tenants living on proprietary manors in tobacco-growing parts of Mary- 
land cooked in separate kitchens. Mid-eighteenth-century Virginia planters still 
lived in tiny wooden, log, or frame houses, with at most four rooms, of no 
more than 600 square feet, but most (like their late-seventeenth-century ances- 
tors) continued to build kitchens, tobacco houses, and perhaps several other 
dependencies.” 

Increased consumption of imported consumer goods before the Revolution, 
prompted by the falling prices of cloth and consumer durables, made the house 
more central in the lives of farm families, even if it remained a tiny, imperma- 
nent structure. Middling seventeenth-century farmers ate simple meals with 
wooden bowls and spoons and pewter plates. Sitting on chairs at a table, their 
mid-eighteenth-century descendants ate fancy meals and drank tea or coffee 
with family and friends, using knives and forks and ceramic plates, bowls, and 
tea and coffee services. These implements appeared in wealthy homes by mid- 
century and in a big minority of the houses of middling farmers by the 1770s. As 
the variety of cloth increased and its quality improved, the sartorial standards 
of farm folk grew. Ownership of religious books had always been common in 
New England but spread rapidly around mid-century among middling Chesa- 
peake planters. A few farmers and planters, especially but not exclusively the 
rich, indulged their tastes for luxury goods such as watches, clocks, wigs, and 
silver.** 

Rising consumption helped divide rural society into sharply delineated 
classes. Rich seventeenth-century families owned more land, livestock, and 
slaves than their poorer neighbors, but they lived in similar housing and bought 
similar consumer goods. The richest eighteenth-century colonists built ornate 
mansions, bought fine china, and wore elegant clothing, making themselves 
into gentlemen and ladies; they entertained in genteel parlors and provided 
hospitality to refined travelers. The household amenities middling farmers and 
farmwives bought made their houses more comfortable and enhanced female- 
dominated ceremonies surrounding meals, allowing farm women to become 
arbiters of diet and custom. However, the modest purchases of middling farm 
families hardly presaged the start of a consumer society, much less a consumer 
revolution. Mid-eighteenth-century farmers spent proportionately less of their 
income on imported manufactures and exotic foods than their grandparents 
had. Like their ancestors, they sought a competency (albeit extended to include 
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tea and mirrors) and used capital they accumulated to buy land, livestock, 
and labor.*° 

Eighteenth-century poor rural laborers, tenants, and land-poor farmers 
could afford few consumer goods and lived much like their ancestors, nor did 
every middling farmer participate in this rising consumption. Only half the 
householders in Newtown and Woodbury, Connecticut, where numerous fur- 
niture makers lived, owned a chest with drawers in the 1760s and 1770s, and at 
most a quarter had desks or clocks. During the 1760s in Burlington County 
three-fifths of prosperous farmers but just over one-quarter of middling farm- 
ers and one-fifth of poor farmers owned fine ceramics. Small slaveholders (in 
places such as St. Mary’s County or the Shenandoah Valley) often drank tea but 
rarely owned tea equipment, and most had no fine ceramics but used pewter 
instead. Frontier families in Bedford County, Virginia, often lacked chairs and 
tables, much less owned fine ceramics. They owned knives and forks, drank tea, 
and consumed sugar, but they drank out of wooden or pewter vessels, not 
ceramic teacups.” 

Small farmer households looked quite different on the eve of the Revolution 
than they had a century earlier. The family consumed a greater variety of food; 
owned more manufactured ceramics, knives and forks, and other goods; and 
lived in larger houses than their great-grandparents. Just as important, farmers 
had invented and sustained new traditions of lineage and inheritance, land- 
ownership, market participation, subsistence production, and division of labor 
between husbands and wives. Middling farm families prospered if they fol- 
lowed the social rules these new traditions mandated. Perhaps the most impor- 
tant, and most contested, social rules concerned the ways husbands, wives, 
children, and hired hands were supposed to work together for the greater good 
of the family. 


Family Labor and Hired Hands 


Labor, not land, was the most precious commodity on early American farms. 
Holding much unimproved land but lacking all but primitive hand tools, farm- 
ers could not subsist without help. Labor outside the family remained scarce in 
the North and expensive in the South. Northern farmers hired casual labor, got 
help from neighbors, or occasionally leased an acre or two to a cottager who 
worked in return. Some seventeenth-century Chesapeake planters bought ser- 
vants, and eighteenth-century small southern planters often owned a slave or 
two. Families whose children were too young to work sometimes employed a 
hired hand by the year. But most farmers relied exclusively on their wives and 
children for daily work. Although each household member—husband, wife, 
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son, daughter, hired hand, or servant—had a prescribed role, the precise work 
each performed was the subject of negotiation and even conflict.” 

Although some tasks, such as milking cows or preparing meals, required 
daily labor, most farmers paid closer attention to the seasonal rhythms of the 
crops they grew when allocating labor. The number of growing days dropped 
from 200 to 160 as one moved north and west, but all farmers and planters (save 
those in the Lowcountry) confronted a similar annual cycle of work and leisure. 
The year began for farmers in early spring, when they plowed fields, sowed 
seeds, planted grain and flax, and started vegetable gardens. Wheat required no 
more labor until harvest, but most crops needed careful nurturing. In April or 
May farmers transplanted corn and tobacco, and they spent the summer keep- 
ing the fields free of weeds. The harvest began in July (for winter wheat), 
continued through late summer, and was over by November, after hogs had 
been butchered, hay mowed, winter wheat sowed, corn husked, vegetables 
stored, and tobacco hung to dry. Seventeenth-century Maryland tobacco plant- 
ers spent three-quarters of their working days from April through November 
making tobacco and corn; by the eighteenth century these crops required 
nearly nine-tenths of workdays. A festive and relaxing season (November in 
Massachusetts and New Jersey, and December or January in Maryland and 
Virginia) followed the harvest. Farm families spent their time repairing farm 
buildings, cutting firewood, caring for livestock, and attending holiday fes- 
tivities and weddings.’ 

The division of labor on seventeenth-century farms reflected English gender 
conventions and colonial conditions. With so much land to be cleared and so 
many farmhouses to be built, families struggled for survival and subsistence. 
The niceties of bourgeois life and home manufacture—cooking elaborate meals, 
washing large wardrobes, spinning or weaving, and making candles—fell by the 
wayside. Hard labor—felling trees and making corn, wheat, or tobacco—took 
precedence. At first, families paid little attention to livestock, setting hogs on the 
woods and using cattle for meat more than for milk or butter, but soon women 
turned to dairying, much like their English sisters. Masters put servants and 
slaves to work making crops, no matter their sex. Wives everywhere helped 
husbands hoe and harvest corn, reducing time they could spend caring for 
children or cultivating gardens. Wives of small Chesapeake planters joined 
husbands making tobacco, their burdens sometimes lightened by indentured 
servants.*? 

Eighteenth-century farm men spent most of their working hours in the daily 
rhythms of sawing wood and herding livestock and in the seasonal cycles of 
slaughtering livestock, preparing fields for crops, mowing grass for hay, and 
sowing, harrowing, planting, transplanting, weeding, and harvesting corn, 
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wheat, rice, and tobacco. They cleared forest land for crops, an annual activity 
everywhere and a pressing task in frontier areas. Because they were always short 
of labor but often had much unimproved land, farmers universally used land 
without fertilizer until it no longer produced decent crops; then they moved to 
another piece of land and let the old field lie fallow for several decades. Farm 
husbands themselves labored in the fields, and they supervised the work of 
sons, servants, slaves, and seasonal laborers. They used their spare hours in craft 
employments, visiting friends, or selling and buying goods.!© 

No eighteenth-century farm could succeed without the labor of farmwives. A 
1782 poem by Ruth Belnap of Dover, New Hampshire, shows the intensity of the 
labor farmwives performed every day. As soon as she awoke, she must “haste to 
milk my lowing cow. / But, Oh!,” she adds, “it makes my heart to ake, / I have no 
bread till I can bake.” After milking and baking, she turns to churning butter, 
swilling hogs (“for hogs must eat or men will starve”), spinning yarn, and 
cooking dinner. Through the summer, “I toil & sweat, / Blister my hands, and 
scold & fret,” probably in the vegetable garden; at harvest time, “Corn must be 
husk’d, and Pork be kill’d?”!™ 

Since eighteenth-century farm men did field labor, their wives spent more 
time “raising small stock, dairying, marketing, combing, carding, spinning, 
knitting, sewing, pickling, preserving,” as well as tending fowl, gathering fruit, 
and cultivating vegetable gardens. New England gardens became more exten- 
sive as rising numbers of wives grew beans, potatoes, onions, and carrots, 
boosting the quantity and variety of food on the family’s table while creating 
small surpluses. Twice-daily milking during the forty weeks a year cows gave 
milk, picking fruit, and annual planting, cultivating, and harvesting of vegeta- 
bles were as tiring and time consuming as field labor. New England farmwives 
churned most of their butter in the summer but made most cheese in Novem- 
ber, after the harvest. When demand for livestock and dairy products grew 
during the 1760s and 1770s, wives milked more cows and made more butter. At 
the same time, Delaware Valley wives established intricate local trade networks 
with other women, selling eggs they gathered and butter and cheese they 
churned. 

Middling farm women, like their English counterparts, were not supposed to 
plow fields, cultivate field crops, or bring in the harvest. Early-eighteenth- 
century tobacco colonies prohibited free white women from tending tobacco, 
but to ensure their family’s survival, wives and widows of poorer planters 
ignored the law. The spread of slaves throughout the population, agricultural 
diversification, and higher tobacco prices reduced the number of tobacco 
workers by mid-century. The adoption of oxen in late-seventeenth-century 
New England eliminated most women’s field labor there. In the early eighteenth 
century, middling northern farmwives joined husbands at wheat harvest time, 


MARKETS AND FARM HOUSEHOLDS 


244 


but as scythes and cradles came into common use later in the century, women 
no longer mowed grain or grass. They did help reap and bind grain, however. 
Daughters and wives of cottagers and poorer, younger, and frontier farmers 
worked in the fields, but field labor by females, including unmarried women, in 
older regions, declined by the end of the century. Only a quarter of seventy day 
laborers hired on one Delaware Valley farm in the first decade of the nineteenth 
century were women. But the “wives and daughters of German women” in 
Pennsylvania, Benjamin Rush discovered in 1789, still “frequently forsake, for a 
while, their dairy and spinning and join their husbands and brothers” in the 
labor of “cutting down, collecting, and bringing home the fruits of their fields 
and orchards.” 1% 

Farm women, even slaveholders’ wives, universally prepared food. Their 
daily labor began at the family’s well or at a nearby stream, where they hauled 
heavy buckets of water for cooking. Then, in the barnyard, garden, orchard, 
cellar, or kitchen, they got fruit, vegetables, and meat; milked cows; collected 
eggs; baked bread; churned butter; and made cheese. Occasionally or annually 
they preserved fruits and vegetables, brewed cider or beer, and gathered honey 
from beehives. They fixed the day’s meals. Seventeenth-century wives made 
simple stews, soups, porridge, or corn mush in a large pot over an open hearth. 
Such cooking remained common in frontier areas and among poor farmers. 
But eighteenth-century middling farmwives served varied meals, with more 
vegetables and a steady supply of salted pork and beef. Standing over the 
fireplace in northern houses or southern kitchens, they cooked separate dishes 
meant to be eaten with a knife and fork (rather than a spoon). 

The home industries of women—candle and soap making, sewing, spinning, 
and weaving—played a key role on small farms. Although women made only a 
small portion of the cloth their families needed, spinning and weaving were 
essential farm manufacturing tasks. Sewing imported cloth into dresses or 
pants or knitting stockings and mittens from woolen yarn, farmwives had 
always made some of the family’s clothes. Seventeenth-century New England 
authorities urged towns to maintain herds of sheep, and by the 1650s, one-third 
to two-fifths of eastern Massachusetts householders owned sheep, assuring 
enough wool to make winter clothing. With the diffusion of spinning wheels 
and looms in the eighteenth century, farm women increasingly spun thread and 
yarn, carded wool or linen, or wove cloth. Though found everywhere, even on 
large plantations where more and more slave women spun and wove, increased 
home production of yarn and cloth was most pronounced in New England, 
where at least two-thirds and often four-fifths of the households had wheels 
and one-quarter of the households owned looms. 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, making homespun cloth was a complex 
cooperative activity. Because few eighteenth-century families owned all the 
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materials necessary to make cloth, they had to buy most of the cloth they 
needed, either from abroad or from local weavers—women in New England, 
immigrant men in southeastern Pennsylvania. As families bought more im- 
ported and locally made cloth, the variety of their clothing grew, increasing 
women’s hard work washing clothes.!° 

The experience of Chester County, Pennsylvania, farmers illustrates the in- 
tricate relationship of homemade cloth, the weaving trade, and imports. As 
country cloth made by weavers (some of high quality) replaced some imports, 
families had more cash for other expenditures. But country producers supplied 
only a tiny proportion of the forty-five yards of cloth (for clothing, blankets, 
farm linens) a typical family of six consumed in a year. At best, half the county’s 
householders had sheep, and the wool they produced, if distributed to each 
family, would have made just half a blanket or a pair of mittens and stockings 
for each person. Thus, county residents had to import woolen cloth. At the 
same time, farmers and weavers grew flaxseed for export and imported fine 
Irish linen. In all, at least four-fifths of the cloth county storekeepers stocked 
had been imported.!° 

Amidst these time-consuming farm chores in field and cabin, colonial women 
spent much time bearing and rearing children. They bore children every twenty- 
four to thirty months from marriage until around age forty. A farmwife was 
pregnant, nursing, or caring for a child under five for two-thirds of her married 
life. Since there were so many children, custodial care took precedence over 
nurturing and moral training. Farm mothers nursed their infants for twelve to 
eighteenth months, sending them to wet nurses only if illness dried up their milk 
or prevented suckling. They took care of small children while they were pregnant 
or nursing. Wealthy matron Pamela Sedgwick was contented if she could “still a 
squalling infant and settle a matter of great contention among a company of 
unruly boys.” Farm women had little help with child care from older daughters 
until they reached their late thirties, and even then, as they trained daughters in 
housewifery, they had to supervise child care. Although child care consumed 
much of the farmwife’s day, she did not consider child nurture a special vocation. 
Rather, bearing and raising children were crucial parts of the productive roles of 
farmwives because older children provided essential farm labor.!” 

Parents and public authorities expected children to work; as the Massachu- 
setts General Court put it in 1641, “Masters of families should see that their 
children and servants should be industriously implied.” Parents trained chil- 
dren to master skills appropriate to their sex and age. Children as young as five 
to eight (in places such as Essex County) helped their parents with farm labor; 
Massachusetts farmer-clergyman Ebenezer Parkman employed his eight sons 
beginning at five or six. By early adolescence they worked full days. The median 
age of beginning Boston apprentices was nine. Seventeenth-century Essex 
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County boys plowed at age eleven, and brothers worked together on the farm, 
directed by the eldest son. Virginia and Maryland laws allowed boys of ten or 
twelve to make tobacco. Eighteenth-century New Hampshire farmer Matthew 
Patten set his sons to farmwork between eleven and thirteen. 

Throughout the colonial era both boys and girls helped clear land, hoe corn, 
and harvest crops. With increasing diversification and home consumption, 
children’s (especially girls’) tasks multiplied. Eighteenth-century boys hunted 
and fished and worked with fathers, tending corn or tobacco, making barrels, 
or shoeing horses. Girls looked after younger siblings and helped mothers 
prepare meals, spin yarn, knit socks or gloves, sew and repair clothes, weave 
cloth, milk cows, and make soap. Children of small slaveholders performed the 
same tasks; children of large slaveholders worked less intensively, but even they 
helped oversee the slaves’ labor. Children often continued to work on the 
parental farm until their early twenties, when some entered the labor force and 
began to acquire property.! 

Although fathers often taught children to read and write, schooling took 
little time from farm chores. To master religious precepts, parents expected 
children to read the Bible; to run farm businesses boys (but often not girls) 
learned to write and compute. Schooling extended over years but ended before 
adolescence, and the total time in class rarely amounted to more than a year. 
As data on adult literacy show, schooling was more common among New 
Englanders and mid-Atlantic Friends, where an increasingly dense free pop- 
ulace and religious imperatives allowed schools to thrive, than in the slave 
South, with its scattered free population. Half of farm men and a third of farm 
women in seventeenth-century New England could read and write; by the mid- 
eighteenth century nearly all adults were literate. Despite initially declining 
literacy, Friends showed similar patterns. Literacy in the South was less exten- 
sive. Half of late-seventeenth-century Virginia white men could read and write, 
and that percentage grew to two-thirds by the mid-eighteenth-century; North 
Carolina’s white men reached similar levels, but only a quarter of the women 
were literate. 

A new style of child nurture, which accentuated the mother’s role, developed 
among rich and some middling farm families in the early to mid-eighteenth 
century. This new role grew out of the concern mothers shared about the 
proper feeding of infants. While present throughout the colonies, such con- 
cerns were especially common among the child-centered families of Pennsylva- 
nia Friends. Quaker wives may have participated less regularly in market ex- 
change than other women, and they took on new roles as spiritual mentors to 
their children. By example and precept, a Quaker mother “ruled well her own 
house, having her children and household in subjection with gravity.” But 
neither ideas of a separate female sphere, with its high valuation of domestic 
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work, nor the practice of intensive child nurture reached many farm families. 
Rather, the large number of children farmwives bore and the work parents 
required children to do sustained patriarchal households.!!° 

The number and kind of workers the head of the household directed de- 
pended on time, region, and the father’s age. Everywhere parents and children 
provided most of the labor on small farms. The number of family laborers grew 
from husband and wife to include several children and then declined as chil- 
dren left home. Nearly every small farmer shared the experience of John Abbot 
of late-seventeenth-century Andover, Massachusetts. Married in 1673, he sired 
six sons and two daughters. By the early 1690s his three eldest sons were work- 
ing with him; as his oldest children married, others replaced them. When 
Abbot died in 1721, only one son and one daughter remained at home. 

Northern farmers counted less on hired or bound labor than southern plant- 
ers. Only one-half of households in eighteenth-century southeastern Pennsyl- 
vania owned a servant or a slave, rented land to a cottager, or hired seasonal 
labor. Small southern planters supplemented family labor with bondsmen and 
-women. Mid-seventeenth-century Chesapeake planters owned a servant or 
two. When the supply of servants dwindled late in the century, they turned to 
slaves. Eighteenth-century small planters owned one or two adult slaves; hired 
hands and servants worked on few plantations. Enticing servants proved diffi- 
cult for South Carolina and, later, Georgia small planters, but as early as the 
1720s they owned several slaves.!" 

Far from having moral reservations about using unfree labor, small farmers 
bought servants or slaves whenever they could afford them. New England 
immigrants often brought indentured servants with them, but once immigra- 
tion stopped in the 1640s, the supply of servants dried up, and only the richest 
farmers employed any. In 1689 about a third of the families in Bristol, Rhode 
Island, owned one or two servants. Even fewer worked in other areas; in Mas- 
sachusetts in 1687 just 2 percent of householders in Topsfield and 5 percent in 
Dedham had any. Families began to employ young orphans. In 1681, 22 of the 
112 households in Dedham had taken in out-of-town orphans. Eighteenth- 
century New England towns expanded this system of child labor. Selectmen 
often took local children from poor parents and indentured them to more 
prosperous families. Towns, moreover, sometimes held hiring fairs where local 
adolescents could be hired as annual servants-in-husbandry by families that 
needed their labor. Farmers and rural craftsmen avidly hired Boston appren- 
tices and orphans. Between 1734 and 1806, the Boston Overseers of the Poor sent 
out 838 orphan children to farming towns and small seaports. Most of the 
orphans worked for younger farmers or craftsmen who had been married but a 
few years and whose children could not yet provide much labor.!” 

By the mid-eighteenth century, indentured servitude had nearly disappeared 
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from New England, and slavery was just as uncommon. A mere 1 to 3 percent of 
the people of Massachusetts and Connecticut lived in slavery, and many were 
clustered in port towns. In Rhode Island a tenth of the rural population was 
enslaved in 1774, and only one in ten families held slaves, with two-thirds 
owning just one or two. Similarly, in Fairfield, Connecticut, where a twentieth 
of the population was enslaved in 1790 (the highest in Connecticut), a seventh 
of the households owned a slave, almost always one or two.!3 

Unfree labor was more plentiful on eighteenth-century mid-Atlantic farms, 
but even rich men rarely owned more than one servant or slave. Slaves provided 
most unfree labor in rural New York and accounted for one-fifth to one- 
twentieth of the population of rural New York counties in 1756 and 1771. Slaves 
outnumbered servants among unfree laborers as early as 1700 in Newtown, 
Queens County; in 1755 about two-fifths of Newtown householders owned a 
slave or two. Pennsylvania’s unfree work force was more diverse. Farmers hired 
Philadelphia apprentices and orphans, bought indentured servants and Ger- 
man redemptioners, or held slaves. Servants were plentiful in the late seven- 
teenth century but declined thereafter. Nearly two-fifths of the householders in 
Chester County owned servants in the 1690s, but only one-fifth did so by the 
1710s, and a tenth by the 1760s. Fewer farmers owned servants elsewhere in the 
region; most of the 35,000 redemptioners and servants who arrived in Phila- 
delphia in the mid-eighteenth century stayed in the city. Slaveholding was more 
common in New Jersey (where 7 percent of the population was enslaved) than 
in Pennsylvania (2 percent). Prosperous farmers nonetheless used slaves; nearly 
two-fifths of the residents of eastern Chester County owned slaves in the 1690s, 
and as late as the 1760s one-tenth held slaves.!"4 

While only rich northern farmers owned unfree laborers, small southern 
planters often owned indentured servants in the seventeenth century and 
slaves in the eighteenth. With few sons to help with tobacco, early- and mid- 
seventeenth-century Chesapeake planters often bought English indentured ser- 
vants. Between 1658 and 1670, three-fifths of householders in southern Mary- 
land owned bound laborers, nearly all of them servants. In 1678 two-fifths of 
the households in Surry County, Virginia, owned servants; twenty years later 
only three-fifths as many still held servants. Planters continued to hire servants, 
especially those with craft skills, but their numbers had dwindled by the mid- 
eighteenth century. In 1755 servants and convicts constituted a quarter of Mary- 
land’s adult unfree labor force; during the mid-eighteenth-century, servants 
comprised three-tenths of North Carolina’s unfree labor force. 

At first few planters could afford slaves, but during the first half of the 
eighteenth century, two-fifths of householders in the Tidewater Chesapeake 
and one-quarter to one-third of those on the Piedmont frontier owned slaves, 
usually employing two or three adults. By the 1770s one-half to three-quarters 
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of planters owned slaves, using four or five slaves of all ages. Although fewer 
planters in backcountry Carolina had slaves, by the 1770s, upcountry South 
Carolina farmers (except the poorest third) held one or two. Slaves predomi- 
nated in the population of the Lowcountry even before planters began export- 
ing rice. Ownership of blacks was universal in South Carolina and Georgia rice 
country, where slaves made up the vast majority of the population. As early as 
1726 more than three-quarters of the planters in St. George’s Parish, South 
Carolina, owned slaves; nearly half of them held five or fewer Africans. In South 
Carolina as a whole the proportion of slaveowners who held ten or fewer slaves 
fell somewhat, from two-thirds in 1721-24 to one-half in 1729-31. By the 1760s 
virtually every plantation operator had slaves. Big planters with surplus slaves 
and slaveholding widows unwilling to run their plantations themselves often 
hired out slaves to their neighbors, some of whom were small planters who 
used the slaves in their fields, gardens, and workshops.!!° 

Small planters—heads of household, sons, and their several slaves—still pro- 
duced much of the Chesapeake region’s tobacco far into the eighteenth century. 
At the end of the seventeenth century, units with two to five workers (a house- 
hold head, a son or two, and a servant or two) made two-fifths to one-half of 
the tobacco. In 1725 three-quarters of the workers in frontier Stafford County, 
Virginia, were small white planters and their sons. Even in long-settled Norfolk 
County, only about half the workers were slave women and men, while a 
quarter were heads of household, a ninth were sons and brothers, and a twelfth 
were servants. After 1750, when the number of big planters increased, planta- 
tions with one to five laborers (a household head, a son or two, and a slave or 
two) made two-fifths to three-fourths of the tobacco; the greatest predomi- 
nance of small planter production was in frontier regions. Similarly in the 
1750s, southern Maryland planters who made less than 5,000 pounds of the leaf 
(with roughly one to five laborers) marketed four-fifths of the tobacco.!" 

Slaves performed virtually every household and farm task. Whenever they 
made new plantations, southern planters set slaves to clearing land. Along 
seventeenth- and early-eighteenth-century Chesapeake and Carolina Lowcoun- 
try frontiers, slaves herded livestock, often dominating that activity. Their 
eighteenth-century descendants continued to care for livestock. We have al- 
ready seen how slaves made tobacco and rice, tasks many of them (especially the 
women) learned in Africa, where they had grown both crops. Slave adults and 
children (starting at age six or seven) worked in grain, rice, and tobacco fields. 
But the contribution of slaves to small planter households went beyond cultiva- 
tion of staples. Slave women made cloth, raised fowls, and milked cows. North- 
ern slave men cultivated corn, grew vegetables, and tended livestock for local 
consumption and trade to the West Indies; in slack times they chopped wood, 
made fences, and cleared land. Northern slave women increasingly became 
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domestic laborers and helped farmwives with their chores. Carolina slaves 
hand-milled rice (a time-consuming task), built ditches and fences, grew in- 
digo, collected tar and pitch, and made their own shoes and clothing. Chesa- 
peake slaves made corn as well as tobacco. Eastern Shore and northern slaves 
worked with their masters growing wheat and oats, cultivating flax, and per- 
forming farm chores. Slaves (especially those owned by larger planters) in both 
the Lowcountry and the Chesapeake grew some of their own provisions in 
garden plots and hunted small game to supplement their diets."” 

The slave workers smaller planters and northern farmers owned were inte- 
grated into the household economy. Most seventeenth-century slaves worked 
on small units and lived in the master’s house (sleeping in a loft) or in an 
outbuilding, rather than in a slave cabin or barracks. They worked in the grain 
and tobacco fields with the servants and the master’s sons, under the master’s 
direct supervision. Most eighteenth-century slaves lived on large units in sepa- 
rate quarters or slave villages, isolated from the master and often supervised by 
a white overseer or slave driver. Those few slaves small Chesapeake planters 
owned still worked alongside their masters and lived either in or close to his 
house. Slaves in Monmouth County harvested wheat alongside white day la- 
borers, indentured servants, and free blacks.1!® 

Northern and Chesapeake families incorporated the servants they owned 
into the farm economy and put them to work digging potatoes, milking cows, 
making fences, hauling produce, carrying water, or gardening. A seventeenth- 
century ballad describes the never ending labor of female servants in the Chesa- 
peake. Kidnapped in England and sold in Virginia, the servant girl became 
“weary, O” from cultivating tobacco with the “Axe and the Hoe.” With “Sorrow, 
Grief, and Woe,” she “played” her “part / Both at Plow and Cart.” When not in 
the fields, she collected “Billats from the Wood” and got “water from the 
spring / Upon my head.” In return, she claimed, her master gave her a miserly 
diet and let her clothes run threadbare. Similarly, in 1780, a farmer who lived 
“about half a day’s journey from Philadelphia” advertised for a servant girl, 
seeking an “affable . . . single Woman of unsullied Reputation” to “manage the 
female Concerns of a country business, as raising small stock, dairying, market- 
ing, combing, carding, spinning, knitting, sewing, pickling, preserving.”!? 

Patriarchal theory deemed servants and slaves, like the master’s children, 
subordinate members of the household, and thus under the father-master’s dis- 
cipline. But servants and slaves, lacking the incentives to good behavior that an 
inheritance made, constantly disrupted good household order. Because they 
saw themselves as part of a dispossessed class with little control over their own 
labor, they refused to work or to work speedily enough, feigned illness, ran 
away, stole household goods or livestock, or disobeyed orders from master or 
mistress. Sometimes servants and slaves united to protest harsh masters or ran 
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away together. Heads of household whipped disobedient unfree laborers (espe- 
cially slaves), sometimes without mercy. Chesapeake servants brought charges 
of cruel treatment (vicious assaults and rape) to the courts; servants and slaves 
at times showed their bruises to neighbors. Neither courts nor neighbors inter- 
vened, except in cases of severe beating or murder. Servants waited out their 
terms, but slaves, lacking any other options, rebelled more forcibly; they ran 
away to towns, conspired together for their freedom, or even killed an overseer.!”° 

Although northern farmers on occasion bought a servant, they hired day 
laborers mainly at harvest. The supply of wage laborers was small, and farmers 
usually owned enough land to keep their adolescent children at work. Most 
youths worked a few years, but they soon got land. Once freed, New England’s 
few indentured servants either refused to work for wages or demanded, a 
disgusted John Winthrop wrote, “unreasonable terms.” Nor did neighbors, 
who were busy with their own farms, provide much help. Men did work for 
wages on Salem’s farming periphery, but elsewhere in Essex County families 
searching for workers found few, and those demanded “extortionate” wages. 

The supply of wage laborers probably increased in the eighteenth-century 
North. Busy farmwives in places such as the northern Chesapeake increasingly 
hired women to care for children; to cook, clean, or garden; to spin, sew, or 
weave (mostly for slaves); or to market produce. But northern farmers hired 
men and boys far more often than they employed women. They received a 
customary wage based on their age and gender (women and boys got less than 
men), the kind of work performed, and the season. Some farmers employed 
adolescent boys or men in their early twenties on longer contracts to supple- 
ment family labor. During the 1730s and 1740s Ebenezer Parkman hired adoles- 
cents and young men on three- to six-month contracts during the growing and 
harvesting seasons; from 1751 to 1764, after his sons were old enough to do field 
labor, he ceased using contract workers.!?! 

The development of wheat farming increased the demand for harvest la- 
borers, as the example of Maryland’s northern Eastern Shore suggests. Unlike 
corn, wheat required little work after planting but had to be harvested as soon 
as it ripened. Wheat farmers needed workers for only the two- to three-week 
harvest. Late-seventeenth-century (1675-1715) Eastern Shore tobacco planters 
hired small numbers of former male servants as day laborers, mostly (seven- 
tenths of the time) to cultivate or pack tobacco or to husk corn. Early in the 
eighteenth century some planters replaced tobacco with wheat, and those who 
still grew tobacco used slaves instead of white workers. Demand for harvest 
labor skyrocketed at the same time that the number of native-born adolescents 
looking for work grew. Most male day laborers performed tasks necessary for 
wheat production. Between 1716 and 1735 they spent half their days plowing, 
reaping, and threshing wheat. Day laborers continued to harvest wheat between 
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1736 and 1783 (three-tenths of their time), but their tasks became more varied. 
Many helped build and repair the gristmills essential in a wheat economy (a 
sixth of their time), while others cut trees or worked at the sawmill (a fifth of 
their time).!?? 

On occasion seventeenth-century farm families, in both the Chesapeake 
region and New England, hired married couples (sometimes servant couples) 
to work for them. These couples apparently lived with or near their employers. 
In 1666 an unmarried Talbot County, Maryland, planter hired Alexander Davis 
and his wife. Alexander was to plant crops and make fences; his wife, to “doe all 
theire houshould imployment, and to make and mend, theire Lining.” Sim- 
ilarly, in 1640 a Massachusetts family employed a couple (probably as servants- 
in-husbandry); the man apparently was to work in the fields, while his wife was 
to “tend the cattle” and feed day laborers at haying time, among other tasks.17° 

Perhaps building on these occasional instances of the hire of married cou- 
ples, a new group of wage laborers—cottagers—emerged in the Delaware Valley 
in the mid-eighteenth century. Each year they rented a house and a small 
garden and collected firewood and grazed a cow on the owner’s lands. In return 
the cottager and his wife had to work for the landowner, especially at planting 
and harvest, when the cottager (and his wife) might work nearly full time, as 
did John Rock and his wife on the Brinton farm in the early 1790s. Artisan- 
cottagers provided employers with skilled labor; the wife spun yarn, and the 
husband made cloth or shod horses. Cottagers appeared in the mid-eighteenth 
century when Delaware Valley land grew expensive and commercial wheat cul- 
tivation, with its heavy requirements for harvest labor, expanded to meet for- 
eign demand. In 1750, before the surge in wheat production, cottagers headed 
one-twentieth of Chester County, Pennsylvania, families. By 1783 (after the 
surge), they headed more than one-third of the county’s families.!*4 

Renting a cottage might prove just as beneficial for a man just starting out as 
for the landowner, for much of his time would be his own. In 1774 Scot immi- 
grant and Presbyterian divinity student Hugh Simm urged his brother Simon, a 
weaver, to emigrate. Once he arrived, his brother recommended, Simon should 
leave his family in the city “and endeavour to find a house” on Long Island 
“with 1 or 2 acres of land within 10 or 15 miles from N-york.” Once Simon had 
found land and “set in order your house and planted your land,” Hugh sug- 
gested, he should use the farm as a base to find employment, by publishing “in 
the News the different kind of work you are Skilled in.” If he did so, Hugh had 
no doubt that “in a Short time you will have a Sufficientcy of employment.” 125 

How, then, should we describe the division of labor on late colonial small 
farms? Family labor predominated, but more fortunate farmers bought a ser- 
vant or a slave, hired harvest workers, or hired neighbors’ children for months 
at a time. Law and custom mandated that husbands be patriarchs over their 
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wives and children, farm laborers, and hired hands. But their patriarchal au- 
thority became diluted by the necessity of day-to-day cooperation in farm labor 
and child rearing, by wives’ involvement in farm business (im preparation for 
widowhood), and in the allocation of essential tasks to each member of the 
household. Within this patriarchal system, then, wives enjoyed a bit of au- 
thority over children, and southern wives of small planters gained enhanced 
authority over the servants and slaves their husbands owned. 


ABUNDANT LAND, markets, and the borrowing system structured the house- 
holds small farmers made. Farmers aimed at landownership, communal suff- 
ciency in food, a comfortable subsistence, and the perpetuation of the farm 
across generations. Able to get unimproved land easily, youths married young 
and had many children. Expansion of farm output—needed to build estates for 
children—required labor, but since land was plentiful, laborers for hire were 
hard to find. Family labor, along with neighborly exchanges of labor, partially 
offset this scarcity. To finance planting, farm expansion, and neighborly barter, 
farmers sold surpluses to merchants and received credit in return. When land 
grew more scarce in older regions, farm families moved to newer frontiers and 
began the process again. 

A growing sense of well-being pervaded pre-Revolutionary America, espe- 
cially among landholding farmers. Able to make much of their own food, they 
willingly traded for their other needs; well-fed, they grew taller and stayed 
healthier than any others of European descent. Adults in New England farm 
families, for instance, annually consumed an average of 3.75 gallons of im- 
ported rum, 2.5 pounds of imported tea, 5-10 pounds of sugar, 5-32 gallons of 
domestic cider, 150-78 pounds of locally butchered meat, 46 gallons of milk, 
and 15 pounds of butter. In addition, each family consumed 365 pounds of 
cheese a year. With crops or services to sell and growing markets for wheat, 
tobacco, and rice, they bought more consumer goods. Willing to work hard 
clearing land, they reaped the benefits of capital gains, borrowed, and made 
loans. As foreign and domestic markets grew, they accumulated more wealth. 
Not surprisingly, economic growth—measured by levels of per capita wealth— 
grew throughout the colonies during pre-Revolutionary times.!”° 
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EBELLION AGAINST Great Britain turned Mary Fish’s life inside out. 

A well-off, forty-year-old widow with three children, in 1775 she 

married rich widower Gold Selleck Silliman. After they married, 

Mary moved to Gold’s Fairfield County, Connecticut, farm. While 

he managed his wife’s inherited estates, she learned about his farm, knowing 

that the coming war could turn her into a farm manager. Little did she realize 

how traumatic the war would become. When soldiers spread smallpox and 

dysentery throughout coastal Connecticut in 1776, Mary took her family to 

safer New Haven, but she nonetheless fell ill with dysentery. While Gold led the 

state militia, Mary ran the farm, entertaining militia officers, housing refugees 

from war violence, directing the labor of several slaves and her adult stepson, 
drawing accounts, and collecting rents on her first husband’s farms. 

In 1777 when the British landed on the coast near her home, Mary Silliman 
retreated inland. While Gold Silliman led troops that year, their first child was 
born. Gold was kidnapped by Loyalists in 1779 and held prisoner on a Long 
Island farm. Six months pregnant when Gold was captured, Mary endured the 
birth of their second child and the care of their two sons alone. “I had a large 
family,” she remembered, “& the care & weight lay on me”; day by day she 
“lived in constant alarm. The dreadful fright I had the night of his capture made 
me feel like the timorous roe, & I started at every noise, fearing the enemy.” 
Countless farm women shared Mary Silliman’s loneliness, hard labor, and suf- 
fering, and many who lacked the advantages enjoyed by the wife of a rich 
lawyer-farmer endured far more. Mary Silliman commanded enough men to 
run her farm and live comfortably, but when sons or husbands in poor families 
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went to war, women and children struggled with the farm alone, facing destitu- 
tion when they could neither grow enough food nor borrow it from neighbors.! 

This chapter tells the story of farm families during and after the war years. As 
the war ground on for seven years, the farm economy nearly disintegrated, 
foreign trade disappeared, local exchange atrophied, labor became ever more 
scarce, and the destruction and terror of war, perpetrated by both sides, threat- 
ened tens of thousands of farm families. Unable to exchange with equally poor 
neighbors, much less trade surpluses at market (as they had done before the 
war), farmers could barely feed their families, and for them the differences 
between Loyalist and Whig partisans, each out to take their puny supplies of 
food, faded into the background. After the war, farm families rebuilt the farm 
economy, and their lives gradually returned to normal. 


Disruption of the Agrarian Economy 


Warfare tore apart the farm economy of early America. By middle age most 
farmers owned land, and landless would-be farmers had moved to frontiers 
newly wrested from Indians. The prospect of owning frontier land and thereby 
achieving a measure of economic independence attracted not only colonists’ 
children but hordes of immigrants. Farmers had land, but labor (except that 
of family members, poor youths, and a few immigrant servants) was scarce. 
With so little help, farmers used land extensively, girding trees, planting under 
stumps, abandoning exhausted land, and letting pigs run wild. Farmers strove 
to grow the family’s food; nonetheless, few families attained familial sufficiency. 
Instead they traded with neighbors and sold surpluses at the market or made 
tobacco or rice for foreign markets. 

Embargoes, privateering, and blockades cut off foreign trade and immigra- 
tion, while rebel and British armies and irregular troops and their Indian allies 
destroyed thousands of farms, killing or stealing tens of thousands of cows, 
horses, sheep, and swine and sending farm families fleeing to safety. At the same 
time, the youths, poor men, and recent immigrants farmers usually hired to 
plant and harvest crops enlisted. Farm sons and some farmers served as well, 
forcing women to cultivate corn, wheat, and tobacco. By eliminating both the 
foreign markets for crops and the labor needed to maintain production, the war 
thrust farmers into subsistence farming and home production of manufactures. 

By early 1776 both the Continental Congress and the British Parliament had 
banned trade between their countries. British tobacco imports, which had 
averaged 100 million pounds in the early 1770s, dropped to 9.3 million pounds 
between 1777 and 1782, a tiny 1.6 million pounds a year. Between 1777 and 1780 
little, if any, rice reached Britain; in 1781, after the British occupied Charleston 
and its hinterland, Britain imported rice and other goods worth a fifth of 
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prewar levels. Long dependent on the mainland colonies for nearly all the food 
slaves and whites consumed, British West India planters bought American meat 
and flour in neutral French and Dutch West Indian islands. Such imports (and 
British supplies) could not, however, replace American imports, and as long as 
the war continued, island slaves went hungry.” 

Rebels attempting to open new markets faced a British blockade and pri- 
vateers. A 3,000-mile coastline punctuated by countless bays, inlets, and rivers 
prevented the British navy from closing down rebel shipping. But even a few 
ships could wreak havoc with trade. The British navy shut down trade in the 
Delaware and Chesapeake Bays in the winter of 1776-77; by 1779 it had so 
completely cut off Philadelphia trade that tonnage plunged to a seventeenth of 
prewar levels. By intermittently blockading Savannah and Charleston, the Brit- 
ish cut off most South Carolina and Georgia trade. Privateers—private vessels 
licensed to capture and sell enemy shipments—combined with the blockade to 
reduce farm exports to a trickle. The British navy and Loyalist privateers seized 
enough ships to eliminate almost all tobacco and flour exports, force some 
merchants out of business, and send freight rates and insurance sky-high (20- 
30 percent of the value of the goods). American privateers, which seized 2,000 
British vessels worth £18 million sterling, similarly reduced British and Loyalist 
wartime commerce.’ 

Despite the blockade and privateers, Americans tried to market surpluses in 
Europe and the French West Indies. But these attempts failed miserably. More 
than four-fifths of the tobacco Britain imported had been re-exported to the 
continent. Most of it went to France and the Netherlands, each of which re- 
ceived 20 million to 30 million pounds; between 1778 and 1780, however, Chesa- 
peake merchants sent only 2.2 million pounds a year to France. Lacking mar- 
kets, planters stopped growing tobacco; as late as 1782-83 Virginia authorities 
inspected only 18.6 million pounds, three-tenths of the average exports (60 
million pounds) between 1768 and 1773.4 

Mid-Atlantic grain farmers, who had sent 12,500 tons of bread and 167,000 
bushels of wheat annually to southern Europe and 16,000 tons of bread to the 
British West Indies, had no better luck in opening new markets. Grain, meat, 
and flour exports to the French West Indies rose after the 1778 treaty between 
the United States and France. But Congress prohibited grain and flour exports 
the same year, reducing the trade to smuggling. After Congress lifted the em- 
bargo (in 1780 to Spanish islands, fully in 1781), flour reached Cuba and His- 
paniola, but the British capture of neutral Dutch port St. Eustatius in 1781, 
combined with the renewed blockade of the Chesapeake Bay, eliminated much 
of the West India trade. 

Farmers, then, had to rely on domestic markets to sell surpluses. Contending 
armies, which consumed vast quantities of wheat, flour, pork, and beef pro- 


THE FARMERS’ WAR AND ITS AFTERMATH 


257 


vided a large potential market. Between 1777 and 1781 at most 84,000 people 
served in military units. If mid-Atlantic farmers had provided wheat to make a 
pound of bread per day per soldier, they could have sold about 45 percent 
of prewar exports. Military demand for meat, fresh vegetables, milk, fodder, 
horses, and wagons exceeded colonial surpluses. The colonies exported 7 mil- 
lion pounds of meat a year; 80,000 soldiers required from 16.6 million to 29.1 
million pounds (4 to 7 pounds per man per week) of meat a year. Forage for the 
thousands of horses and other livestock the military used or consumed created 
a large market for hay.° 

The military food market, however, was neither reliable nor lucrative. The 
British stationed no more than 20,000 men in North America. Loyalists added 
5,000 to 10,000. The Continental army, which during peak months had 30,000 
men, grew and shrank randomly, losing half of its strength only to build up 
again. Between 1779 and 1781 the average size of patriot forces plummeted from 
24,000 to under 10,000. The French army never numbered more than 7,800 
soldiers (plus 4,200 sailors).” Farmers could not even count on this market. 
Military authorities refused to pay market prices or offered farmers worthless 
paper money. The British sometimes gave hard money, but despairing of buy- 
ing local supplies, they hired men to grow vegetables, cultivated their own 
gardens, and imported forage from Canada and food from Britain. At first the 
French army, which paid gold for vegetables, flour, and horses, had better luck 
and quickly secured all the provisions it wanted, but it, too, soon ran out of 
hard money.® 

Farmers resisted trading provisions to the Continental army for paper money, 
deeming it “no Better than oak leaves & fit for nothing But Bum Fodder.” To keep 
up with inflation they demanded ever higher prices or cash on delivery, tore up 
contracts when prices rose, sued army officers for payment, and went from 
market to market to sell to whoever offered the best price. After 1775 few farmers 
willingly accepted Continental money. When soldiers forcibly took wheat or a 
cow, they often gave certificates for future payment rather than paper money. 
Commissaries and their agents paid farmers at least $95 million ($3.7 million in 
specie) in certificates, nearly two-fifths the nominal value of the money Con- 
gress printed. Before 1778, certificates—most of which came from the mid- 
Atlantic states—were almost worthless, handwritten documents lacking details 
of the transaction; the printed forms used later listed quantities and prices of 
goods requisitioned. Nonetheless, farmers took certificates no more willingly 
than Continental currency.? 

Some farmers did take advantage of military demand. Those living near the 
British lines in Rhode Island, New Jersey, or New York avidly traded with the 
military for hard currency, exchanging provisions and livestock for manufac- 
tured goods. Delaware Valley farmers sold to the British army (or the army 
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seized) vast quantities of goods in the summer and fall of 1777. Other farmers 
who lived near harbors where British battleships lay boldly went aboard to 
truck. In the winter of 1778, farmers who refused to sell to Americans took food 
to British-held Philadelphia, risking confrontations with partisans and con- 
fiscation if caught by patriot army patrols. But the Continental army’s best 
efforts barely stemmed the avalanche of goods farmers sent to Philadelphia.'° 

Even more farmers supplied the patriots. New Englanders, located far from 
the center of fighting, slaughtered cattle and sent hay and provisions to feed the 
Continental army. Hudson Valley landlords sold large quantities of grain to the 
army, as did Ulster County farmers, who lived close to army camps. New Jersey 
farmers sold provisions for the army during the winter of 1778-79. In the 
winter of 1778 Maryland farmers sold such large numbers of cattle that state 
agents temporarily ceased purchasing livestock. Between 1781 and 1783 Shenan- 
doah Valley farmers, protected from war by two mountain chains, exchanged at 
least 232,000 pounds of flour and 566,000 pounds of beef for state certificates.1! 

Most farmers could ill afford any requisition of grain or livestock; but when 
they kept surpluses, both armies accused them of hoarding to make big profits 
and took their grain, flour, and forage, leaving them with just enough for 
subsistence. Ignoring evidence of dearth and seeing grain where none existed, 
generals, assemblies, and soldiers protested farmers’ greed. General Washing- 
ton complained to New Jersey governor William Livingston in January 1778 
about “the avarice of your farmers, who like their neighbours are endeavouring 
to take every advantage of the necessities of the Army.” Connecticut private 
Joseph Plumb Martin agreed. In May 1780, fed up with a lack of provisions in 
New Jersey, he joined a mutiny against country and officers, “venting our 
spleen . . . at ourselves for our imbecility in staying here and starving . . . for an 
ungrateful people who did not care what became of us, so they could enjoy 
themselves while we were keeping a cruel enemy from them.” 

No farm family, however, could subsist on its own labor or achieve self- 
sufficiency. Farmers had to trade the surpluses, which the armies confiscated, 
with neighbors to acquire food, fiber, clothing, or labor. By disrupting the 
borrowing system, requisitions impoverished farmers who were already struck 
hard by embargoes and plunder. Repeated army incursions stripped farm 
country of the means of subsistence, much less surpluses. Even as he railed 
against “an ungrateful people,” Private Martin noted that “there was not the 
least thing to be obtained from the inhabitants” of New Jersey, “they being so 
near the enemy, and many of them seemed to be as poor as ourselves.” 

Inflation of Continental and state paper money, however, had little impact 
on most farmers. Congress printed $241 million between 1775 and 1779; but by 
December 1780 the money traded at 100 to 1, an inflation rate of 1,000 percent, 
and millions of dollars of state currencies depreciated as rapidly. Unlike labor- 
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ers, who had to buy what they consumed, farmers benefited from inflation. 
They kept their books (and traded with neighbors and storekeepers) in a 
money of account, the purchasing power of which declined much less. Between 
1775 and 1779, farm prices of Massachusetts corn, hay, and dairy products rose 
by one-half; from 1775 to 1778, Maryland crop and livestock prices grew two- 
fifths, and Virginia farm prices jumped 300 percent, still far less than Conti- 
nental currency.'4 

Some farmers forced local merchants or rich farmers to accept paper money, 
knowing that using inflated money would cheaply clear up their debts. From 
1776 to 1790 farmers paid cash for three-fifths of the value of goods purchased 
from Ulster County, New York, merchant William Pick; during 1777 farm ten- 
ants of Loyalist Philadelphia lawyer James Allen often paid off “six or seven 
years” of rents due in sterling “in continental money at the old exchange.” “Yet,” 
he added, “I dare not object, though I am as much robbed of my property as if 
it were taken out of my drawer.’ Other farmers accepted paper money for 
crops but discovered—like the 185 Mecklenburg County, Virginia, planters who 
complained to the state assembly in May 1777—that merchants deemed paper 
money “of little or no value and absolutely refuse to receive” it even for “debts 
due British merchants.”!° 

Inflation did reduce the appeal of taking vegetables, fruit, and flour to city 
markets. These markets had grown mightily during the pre-Revolutionary de- 
cades, especially around Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and Charleston. City 
governments, their citizens awash in paper money, tried—without success—to 
regulate food prices. When Philadelphia authorities fixed food prices in 1779, 
Delaware Valley farmers and millers, who refused to accept paper money at set 
prices, kept produce out of Philadelphia, preferring to sell at higher prices to 
French forces, Maryland buyers, or the Continental army. New York City, 
occupied by the British for nearly the entire war, proved an exception. Between 
1778 and 1783 the British pumped £6.4 million sterling into New York’s econ- 
omy, some of it for army provisions; paper money maintained a steady ex- 
change with sterling. At the same time the real prices of flour and pork jumped 
by 70 to 200 percent. Such high profits led farmers in the city’s hinterland— 
upper Manhattan Island, Staten Island, Long Island, the lower Hudson Valley, 
western Connecticut, and eastern New Jersey—to increase market production 
of hay, wood, wheat, vegetables, fruit, butter, beef, and pork.!® 

As markets disappeared, small farmers pursued subsistence production. 
Chesapeake tobacco planters turned to corn and wheat, grew tobacco and 
hoped the war would end, or cut back market production of tobacco, corn, and 
wheat and tried to supply their families with food, salt, cider, and cloth. Hard 
pressed by the war, New Jersey farmers diversified by growing corn and wheat 
or raising fowl, pigs, cows, and sheep. Northern backcountry grain farmers 
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grew more vegetables and fruit and made more butter and meat. Farmers near 
Bennington, Vermont, grew corn, wheat, rye, potatoes, pumpkins, turnips, 
flax, and hay; raised cattle, sheep, and hogs; made butter, milk, and cheese; and 
gathered berries. Lacking forage over the winter and seeking to protect cattle 
from danger, neighbors may have mowed hay from several fields and stacked it 
in small fields they all used, and they probably stored potatoes communally 
as well.!” 

The Revolutionary War, then, turned the lives of farmers—even those far 
from the battlefield—upside down. Having lost their foreign and coastal mar- 
kets, they tried to make more of their own food. Without the money that 
market exchange brought, local exchange of goods and labor became more 
difficult but more essential. Barely able to make ends meet by their own labor 
and neighborly barter, they faced repeated demands from both armies for 
provisions, clothing, and shoes. A serious labor shortage, as we shall see, com- 
pounded these problems. 


Who Plowed the Fields and Made the Corn? 


Since labor available to farm families declined steeply, farmers could not meet 
even the reduced demand for flour, meat, vegetables, and fruit. Not only did 
the Continental army, militias, and privateers take sons and husbands from 
the farm, but the military attracted poor, footloose youths whom farmers 
had hired as yearly servants or harvest laborers. And wherever British troops 
marched, slaves ran away, hoping for freedom. Most men stayed in the labor 
market, but farmers, unable to predict the size of the labor pool, reduced their 
output. Such decisions had a devastating impact on corn and wheat produc- 
tion. Corn required regular pruning and weeding during the growing season; 
after planting, wheat could be left in the ground untended, but it had to be 
harvested quickly when ripe. 

Before the Revolution, immigrant servants had labored on some mid-Atlantic 
wheat and truck-garden farms or as craftsmen on Chesapeake plantations. The 
war ended immigration, but during the first years of the war, many servants still 
had time to serve on their contracts. To escape harsh masters, some servants 
joined British or American armies, much against their masters’ wishes. Desper- 
ate for men, the Continental army enlisted servants, offering them freedom and 
land in return for service, but urged states to pay masters for the labor they had 
lost. Five states allowed servants to enlist without the permission of masters but 
mandated compensation; New York and (later) Maryland insisted servants gain 
masters’ permission to enlist but paid no compensation. More than a seventh of 
Maryland’s convict servants joined General William Smallwood’s regiment, but 
only in frontier Pennsylvania, where farmers occasionally mobbed recruiters, 
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did servant enlistment cut farm labor drastically. As servants earned their 
freedom, the servant supply plunged, and rather than work on the farm, freed 
servants often joined the Continental army.'® 

The Revolutionary War disrupted the use of slave labor even more. On the 
eve of the war at least half of Chesapeake and backcountry Carolina farm 
operators owned slaves. An even higher proportion of families held slaves in the 
Lowcountry, where nine-tenths of the population was enslaved. The labor of 
northern slaves was almost as essential. During the 1770s nearly two-fifths of 
eastern Chester County households owned a slave or two. More male slaves 
than free white laborers or indentured servants worked on New Jersey farms, 
and slave women worked in both the house and the fields. The outbreak of war 
halted the Atlantic slave trade and the movement of slaves within the South. 
While rapid natural increase supplied the Chesapeake region, backcountry 
Carolina planters clamored for more. But Congress prohibited the trade; the 
British, who had supplied all Africans to the colonies, sent no more during the 
war, and no other European power took up the slack. ° 

Slaves took advantage of war to seek their freedom. Encouraged by British 
commanders, slaves of rebellious masters ran away wherever the British army 
invaded—New York, New Jersey, the Delaware Valley, Virginia, and the Car- 
olinas. In late 1775 John Murray, the earl of Dunmore and Virginia’s last royal 
governor, promised freedom to any slave man who joined his army; British 
Generals William Howe and Henry Clinton repeated the offer later in the war, 
promising freedom to all runaways. These declarations spread throughout slave 
communities, leading ever more slaves to head for the British lines. During the 
war at least 26,000 slaves fled bondage, rendering the labor supply of the South 
and parts of the mid-Atlantic states precarious. During the invasion of Virginia 
5,000 slaves (2 percent of the colony’s slaves) reached British lines. As many as 
19,000 South Carolina and Georgia slaves (nearly 17 percent) escaped to the 
British lines, the Carolina backcountry, or Florida, and more than 2,000 others 
left North Carolina, Maryland, and the North. Many fleeing slaves died from 
hunger, disease, or battle wounds. Although masters recaptured a few, they had 
little hope during the war of recovering those who reached enemy lines. To 
protect runaways from the fury of former masters, the British took over 3,000 
survivors with them when they left New York at the end of the war.”° 

While servants and slaves ran off, armies and militias cut deeply into family 
and hired labor, often leaving farms in crucial planting or harvesting seasons to 
women, children, and older men. About 200,000 men enlisted in the Conti- 
nental or state forces, serving 396,000 terms and repeatedly disrupting labor 
supplies for a season or a year. As many as 50,000 more Americans joined the 
British army or Loyalist partisan bands. In total, in the new states about a third 


EPILOGUE 


262 


of the men (and half of the men of military age), white and black, fought during 
the war.?! 

Youths, poor men, and immigrants in their teens and early twenties, the 
backbone of hired farm labor, predominated among the recruits; older men 
with family responsibilities usually refused to enlist (except early in the war). 
More than two-thirds of the men mobilized in 1775 in thirteen New Hampshire 
militia companies called themselves husbandmen, farmers, or yeomen. Half 
were under age twenty-three; nearly all were unmarried sons who worked at 
home or did day labor on nearby farms. While farm sons enrolled in militias for 
short terms throughout the war, the Continental army attracted mostly poor, 
landless men: laborers, servants, recent immigrants, slaves, and free blacks. 
Rural laborers made up two-fifths of New York’s third regiment in 1775 and 
two-thirds of Delaware soldiers in the southern army in 1782. The families of 
three-fifths of the men in the New Jersey line held no land and fell into the 
poorest third of taxpayers. The army vigorously recruited immigrants for long- 
term service, sending recruiters to immigrant neighborhoods and circulating 
recruiting broadsides in German and English. A quarter of Continental soldiers 
had been born in Ireland, and another eighth were from Germany. By the end 
of the war, close to half of the men in some units had been born abroad.” 

Before the war, these youths and poor men had made the difference between 
bare subsistence and a decent competency on small farms. Continental army 
recruits often served terms of several years or more; militia recruits stayed a few 
months at a time, serving perhaps a year in total. Soldiers thus deprived farmers 
or their families of their labor for two or more growing seasons, and even the 
shorter terms of militia recruits interfered with the seasonal rhythms of farm 
life. Farmers never knew if a son or a hired hand might be forced to leave at 
planting, weeding, or harvesting times or if they could hire day labor at harvest. 
The call for Massachusetts men to fight at White Plains, New York, came in 1776 
during the corn harvest in Concord; fighting around Augusta, Georgia, in late 
October 1781 threatened to ruin the harvest unless the militia returned home. 
The Continental army had a particularly difficult time maintaining a militia 
during the 1776 harvest. Many New Jersey, New York, Vermont, and Connecti- 
cut soldier-farmers and farm laborers demanded furloughs to harvest wheat in 
July and hay in September.” 

Young slave men rushed to join contending armies, believing that military 
service would bring them the freedom they craved. Throughout the war 5,000 
slaves enlisted in the Continental army; some joined on their own, while others 
came as substitutes for their masters. Thousands of slave runaways joined 
British armies or were impressed by them, further reducing the farm labor 
supply. A thousand slaves (including some women and children) reached Dun- 
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more’s British camp in 1775, and at least 300 men fought the rebels, took part in 
foraging, or participated in plunder. Despite the death from disease of a large 
number of the men, slaves served the British in later southern campaigns. In 
1779, 750 slaves helped defend Savannah from recapture by a French fleet; by 
July 1780, British regiments included 1,500 black soldiers.” 

Poor women—otherwise available to harvest crops, churn butter, and care 
for children—filled military camps. Women constituted an eighth of the British 
army, and their children nearly a tenth. Many had followed their husbands 
across the ocean, but British and Loyalist units also recruited American women 
and succored wives of Loyalist refugees. All these women worked as nurses, 
cooks, washerwomen, and seamstresses and sold liquor. The wives among them 
took care of ill husbands, and on occasion women joined men in plundering. 
Twenty thousand women, including wives of officers and privates and a few 
female hawkers, followed the Continental army. Wives stayed in camp, despite 
filth and poor rations, because the war had turned them into refugees or made 
them too poor to succor their families alone. Army women provided essential 
support services. They labored as hospital nurses, cooks, washerwomen, seam- 
stresses, and tailors. Some carried ammunition for canons and water to swab 
them down, and a few were officers’ servants. They lived under army discipline 
and got a stipend and rations. The army hired every nurse it could find but 
faced shortages, for few women wanted to expose themselves to disease and 
filthy camps.” 

By necessity women took over the farm when their husbands were away, 
adding the burden of hiring laborers and working in fields to their rounds 
of gardening, milking, churning, spinning, sewing, and caring for children. 
Women had always helped with harvests and taken over when their husbands 
died or went away for business. But the war multiplied the number of women 
thrust into unaccustomed male roles, forcing them to plant, cultivate, and 
harvest alone while their other responsibilities increased. The disappearance of 
imported cloth and inflation mandated frugality and an increase in home 
industry. They had to buy needed goods and collect debts owed them, but they 
often had little detailed knowledge of the value of the farm or their hus- 
bands’ assets.?¢ 

Knowing that women could not manage alone (any more than men could), 
farm families struggled mightily to find workers. They pursued a range of 
strategies. Farm men evaded military service or shaped it to family needs by 
deserting, hiring substitutes, or refusing to enlist. In unsafe areas (such as the 
Iroquois and Ohio countries) they used armed militiamen to protect and culti- 
vate farms. They hired prisoners of war or expanded the cottager system. But 
none of these strategies prevented the endemic scarcity and even hunger that 
stalked city and countryside alike. 
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Once war weariness set in, farm men regularly deserted, especially during 
planting and harvesting seasons, hoping to salvage the family’s crops and pre- 
vent hunger. Some New Jersey Loyalist militiamen deserted in mid-August 1777, 
just before corn and vegetable harvests. One in five Continental soldiers de- 
serted during the war, often within weeks of enlistment; a third left in 1778, and 
a quarter disappeared in 1781. A tenth of Virginia soldiers on two muster rolls 
deserted—men with land more often than laborers. Soldiers from Worcester, 
Massachusetts, rarely deserted, but those who did left in July (for the haying 
season) or during the fall harvest. Harbored by their families and protected by 
their communities, deserters rarely faced punishment for their behavior.” 

Families often kept one son at home to help aged fathers or widowed moth- 
ers, or they hired substitutes (sometimes their sons or younger brothers) to 
serve in place of their men, thus conserving family labor at planting and har- 
vesting seasons. Nearly half (46 percent) of soldiers in Lancaster and North- 
ampton Counties, Pennsylvania, enlisted as substitutes, as did three-tenths of 
1778 enlistees in Charles County, Maryland, and at least a fifth of New Jersey’s 
and a sixth of Virginia’s enlistees. Over a third of Virginia substitutes replaced 
fathers, brothers, or other kin, and a similar pattern could be found in frontier 
Pennsylvania (one in fifteen) and in Massachusetts. When planters in Charles 
County could not persuade (or did not have) kinfolk to serve for them, they 
hired poor, landless wage laborers; several Massachusetts towns similarly sent 
British deserters in place of their men.?* 

The men who remained at home disobeyed military orders. In the summer 
of 1776, New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut militiamen refused to enlist 
in the army, and men already mobilized often deserted. Militiamen in Essex 
County, New Jersey, told their commander in late June 1776 that “if they are take 
in at this Season . . . they may as Well knock their famalys on the head for that 
they will be Ruined.” In August 1777 some Baltimore County men—refusing to 
take up arms because they could not “leave our plantations untilled, nor our 
wives and children to mourn in our absence”—ran to the woods to avoid 
recruiters. Once they had served terms totaling about eighteen months, Virgin- 
ians refused to sign up again. In March 1781, 132 Orange County planters—most 
of whom owned few or no slaves—complained about an eighteen-month army 
draft and instead sought three-month militia terms. To serve so long not only 
meant “a seperation for that length of time from our dear families” but also 
“losing our Care of two Crops [and] must in all human probability come to 
misery and ruin.” 

While men in settled regions evaded military service, frontier families begged 
for soldiers to protect them as they worked. As they fought Indians, rangers 
(militiamen) not only guarded farmworkers but occasionally herded livestock 
and cultivated crops. During the summer of 1778 farmers in Bedford County, 
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Pennsylvania, held “their weapons with one hand and labor[ed] with the 
other.” While serving in the Pennsylvania militia in the late summer of 1781, 
James Huston’s company stayed two weeks at “Standing Stone on Juniata River” 
and went out “to assist the country people in putting in their grain and hay.” 
When frontier women thought it safe, they worked—sometimes in groups with 
the remaining men—in fields clustered around a fort. Even when attack imper- 
iled borderland communities, women helped with the work, as did Vermont 
women in 1779 who stayed in towns in the path of the British, despite an order 
from the general assembly to abandon their farms.*° 

Finally, farmers searched for new supplies of labor, using women, cottagers, 
soldiers in camp or on furlough, exiled Loyalists, or war prisoners. South- 
eastern Pennsylvania farmers hired more cottagers. Farm families, used to 
exchanges of labor, relied on neighbors to help with the crop. During the 1776 
harvest in Norwich, Connecticut, “the Men being universally gone” and “the 
Burden being so heavy on Those who are left, fifty young women “assembled 
together” and voluntarily husked about 700 bushels of corn.*! 

Farmers eagerly hired prisoners. Mid-Atlantic and Maine farmers employed 
captured Hessians. German families in isolated areas increased the family labor 
supply by allowing daughters to marry runaway Hessian prisoners. Others, 
desperate for labor, hired British prisoners of war attempting to escape. Ameri- 
can officials rarely allowed “Convention Prisoners” (those who surrendered at 
Saratoga) to work outside prison camp, but in 1781 and 1782 numerous farmers 
in the Lancaster, Pennsylvania, area employed them. Piedmont Carolina plant- 
ers also hired British prisoners for the harvest, prompting General Nathanael 
Greene to forbid prisoners from seeking employment outside camp.*? 

Farmers bid up the pay of the men they did hire, and they themselves worked 
only for market wages. Officials repeatedly complained that competition from 
farmers prevented them from hiring teamsters, hospital workers, and artisans. 
Pennsylvania farmers refused to send wagons to cart goods to Valley Forge 
because the state offered 30 shillings in Continentals, while they could hire out 
wagon, driver, and team for £3—£4 specie. In May 1779 Moore Furman failed to 
hire teamsters because they got “higher Wages at home.” Even after the army 
hired teams, they could find few workers because “farmers and country give 
more wages than we do.”°? 

Labor shortages combined with military requisitions and occasional poor 
weather and insect infestations to reduce production. Lessened production led 
to shortages of bread, meat, and salt (essential for curing meat), most pressing 
in the towns but appearing on occasion in the countryside. By the summer of 
1778 the service of farmers in the military had reduced the quantity of land 
cultivated in the mid-Atlantic states and with it the supply of grain and fodder. 
As military demands for beef and wool jumped, the number of livestock as well 
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as the supply of butter and meat plummeted. By the middle of the war, short- 
ages of grain had become common. Dearth reached Dutchess County, New 
York, in late 1776; Ulster and Dutchess Counties the next year; the Philadelphia 
region in 1777-78; New Jersey in early 1779; Livingston Manor (in the mid- 
Hudson River Valley), where “A great Cry for bread” rang out, in late 1779; and 
northern New Jersey and parts of New York in the spring of 1780. Throughout 
the war, hunger stalked Maine lumbering and fishing villages, which were used 
to importing their food. Scarcity hit the southern states, too. Salt riots occurred 
on Maryland’s Eastern Shore in 1776 and in the central North Carolina Pied- 
mont during the summer of 1777. Indian warfare left Kentucky pioneers hungry 
in 1777, and dearth reached southern Virginia in early 1779 and Delaware by the 
summer of 1780. Intensive militia foraging in the early 1780s led to shortages of 
fodder and provisions in the Carolinas.*4 

In times of dearth, poor men with no sons at home and especially wives or 
widows of soldiers beseeched military, local, and state officials to pay their 
subsistence and turned to neighbors for help when officials refused. Although 
many New Hampshire towns, for instance, gave firewood, corn, beans, po- 
tatoes, and salt to wives of Continental soldiers, they supported only legal 
residents they deemed worthy. And gentlemen, sometimes relishing their role 
as patrons and protectors, tried to forestall hunger, even keeping their provi- 
sions from the army to feed their neighbors.’ 

The Continental Congress tried to forestall dearth and save supplies for the 
army through legislation. Fearing widespread privation, Congress prohibited 
the export of grain and provisions from June 1778 to November 1779. To con- 
serve flour for bread, in October 1778 it mandated that no wheat be used as 
forage. Knowing that the embargo hurt poor New Englanders, in 1778 and 1779 
Congress asked states to allow grain export to Massachusetts and Rhode Island 
and tried, with some success, to get rice from South Carolina to New England 
through the blockade.** 

“The want of men to do the work,” Richard Durfee of Tiverton, Rhode 
Island, remembered, “who had mostly gone into public service, was not the 
only or main difficulty in the way of tillage of the earth.” The town was a 
constant battleground. If a farmer did “plant his land, he was never sure of 
receiving his crop” but “was in constant jeopardy of losing it through the 
hostile attacks of the enemy” and “by the numerous wants and necessities of 
our own army, which lay encamped” in town. Unable to make a living, towns- 
men “entered the regular army” in great numbers. Without men to till the soil 
and with both sides taking what they did produce, dearth haunted the town. 
“Some people” had to grind “flaxseed and cobs together to make bread” or 
make “potato bread,” stew “sweet apples,” and grind “cornstalks to obtain the 
juice to boil down as a substitute for molasses.” As Tiverton’s example sug- 
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gests, the ravages of war aggravated shortages, leaving ever greater numbers of 
women and children hungry.°” 


The Ravages of War 


Westchester County, New York, had been, Continental army surgeon James 
Thatcher wrote, a “rich and fertile” country, but in 1780 it stood “in ruins.” 
Many families had “abandoned their farms,” the Tories escaping to New York 
City and the patriots going “into the interior.” The few who stayed “find it 
impossible to harvest the produce. The meadows and pastures are covered with 
gras of a summers growth, and thousands of bushels of apples and other fruit 
are rotting in the orchards.” Timothy Dwight, American chaplain in 1777, re- 
membered that farmers’ houses there “were in a great measure scenes of desola- 
tion. Their furniture was extensively plundered or broken to pieces. The walls, 
floors, and windows were injured both by violence and decay, and were not 
repaired . . . because they were exposed to” repeated “injuries.” Their farms 
stood deserted; “their cattle were gone; their enclosures were burnt” for fuel; 
“their fields were covered with a rank growth of weeds and wild grass.” Afraid of 
“new injuries and sufferings,” those who stayed never ventured out except for “a 
rare and lonely excursion to the house of a neighbor.”** 

From 1775 through 1782 Westchester County became a no-man’s-land, and its 
4,000 families suffered constant insecurity and plunder. Neither side domi- 
nated the county, but both wanted to control it because of its strategic location 
on the Hudson River north of New York. Armies took provisions, leaving 
families too little to last through winter. Contending armies, militias, and 
partisan bands raided friend and foe alike, pilfering personal property, stealing 
livestock, burning barns and houses, and cutting trees and fences for firewood. 
Bandits looted what armies and militias left behind. In this violent atmosphere 
both sides tried to gain farmers’ allegiance. Far from winning the hearts of the 
populace, indiscriminate looting left farmers numb, frightened, disaffected, 
and neutral.*? 

By 1778 the contending forces had turned many families into refugees, espe- 
cially in the no-man’s-land between the armies. If refugees stayed in the coun- 
try, they suffered new violence. In the fall of 1778, patriots appeared at a Tory 
refugee camp near Morrissania and “plundered & burnt the huts of the Refu- 
gees,” leaving 490 “poor men,” most with “large families” without lodging or 
food. A Welsh officer reported that the British army gave these people tents, 
food, and soldiers’ pay as long as “they continue[d] under the present circum- 
stances”; at the same time the army in New York collected money for their 
support. In 1780 more Loyalists turned refugees, for patriot authorities made 
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them move from the battle zone to the interior, allowing them to take just a six- 
month supply of food.*° 

Although the destructiveness of warfare in Westchester County was unique, 
combatants destroyed the property of farmers nearly everywhere. Nothing was 
safe. Footloose and hungry young men marching to war stole food; British and 
patriot army supply officers took grain, horses, cattle, and slaves; patriot, French, 
and British troops (and their Indian and German allies) plundered friend and 
foe alike. Contending governments confiscated farms; armies burned grain, 
houses, and barns, or turned their horses onto growing crops. Loyalists and 
Indians burned down outlying patriot settlements; patriot irregulars and armies 
destroyed Loyalist and Indian communities. Sometimes, as in Valley Forge and 
the Carolinas in the early 1780s, several types of destruction occurred simulta- 
neously: armies raided for provisions or fodder, and men on raids plundered 
farms against orders.*! 

Victims of military action equated requisitions with plunder and raids be- 
cause soldiers in all cases took their food and livestock or burned their homes, 
leaving them destitute or homeless. Military authorities, in contrast, distin- 
guished plunder by soldiers (which they prohibited) from requisitions (which 
General Greene compared to a tax that “the people must agree to pay for the 
common benefit resulting from a military force”) and raids (which they called 
acts of war). In August 1778 Scot Major Patrick Ferguson urged raids that would 
leave the country devoid of supplies; he expected that the troops would live off 
the country while on the march. General Washington, who forbade plunder, 
nonetheless allowed soldiers on “scouting parties” to take the enemy’s public 
stores, provisions from farmers trading in Philadelphia, or cattle from Tories as 
compensation for their “extraordinary fatigues, hardship and danger.” He re- 
quired that they hand over the booty to officers to be sold at auction, and the 
proceeds were then to be divided among the men.” 

To preserve horses and livestock for their own use and deny livestock and 
fodder to their enemies, the Americans and the British alike not only requisi- 
tioned them (often without recompense) but moved them at the first rumor 
that the enemy was nearby. Patriots regularly ordered cattle removed to safe 
havens, giving such orders in 1775 in Chelsea, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island. 
In the summer of 1776 General Washington ordered that “all the Stock & 
Horses, except what is absolutely necessary for the Support of the Inhabitants 
be removed from Long Island, Staten Island, & the adjoining Coasts,” as well as 
the New England coastal islands. The Continental army continued to order 
livestock and provisions moved away from the British throughout the war: 
from March 1777 through 1780 from the Jersey coast; from the Wilmington area, 
Darby Creek (Pennsylvania), and Kent County, Maryland, during the Valley 
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Forge winter; in May 1780 from parts of Maryland’s Eastern Shore; and from 
the North Carolina coast in late 1780.8 

Removal of livestock and horses caused great hardship. Small farmers relied 
on cows for milk, cattle for meat, oxen for plowing, and horses for transporta- 
tion. Just before their livestock was to be moved, families in Chelsea, Mas- 
sachusetts, urged that they be allowed to keep “one pair of working oxen to a 
famaly and a few Milch cows.” The army did not object, but farmers “would 
have to take the utmost care that they do not fall into the enemy’s hands.” The 
army was stingier in New York, where it proposed that inhabitants keep no 
more than three milk cows for a large family, two for a middle-sized family, or 
one for a small family. Local notable Benjamin Kissam, who directed the re- 
moval of thousands of cattle and sheep from one Queens County neighbor- 
hood, reported that “some among the poor sort . . . , must be left to starve,” for 
they had counted on slaughtering a cow they had been fattening to see them 
through the winter.“* 

The British army often foraged for sheep, cattle, and fodder. In August 1775 
they took 2,000 sheep and 150 cattle off Fishers’ Island (near New London, 
Connecticut) and 823 sheep and 62 cattle from Gardner’s Island (off Long 
Island). In early 1777 New Jersey Regulars went on twenty-two foraging cam- 
paigns; foraging on eastern Long Island in early 1779 quickly stripped the area 
of fodder. After the British took over Long Island, they not only took cattle the 
Continentals had left behind but insisted farmers sell goods to them at a set 
price, on pain of confiscatory taxation. Island Loyalists (including refugee 
farmers they put on farms) suffered repeated confiscation without payment. 
The British came out of Philadelphia throughout the winter of 1778-79, on 
occasion burning houses while taking provisions, livestock, fodder, and straw 
from farmers in the city’s suburbs, Bucks County, and New Jersey. The British 
pursued similar strategies in the South. With forage in short supply after 
the conquest of Charleston, they took horses and cattle from outlying islands 
and destroyed crops there in the fall of 1781; marching through the Carolinas, 
General Charles Cornwallis tried, with meager success, to obtain provisions 
from farmers.* 

Farmers viewed Continental army requisitions as theft of food, fodder, cloth, 
wagons, or teams the family needed for subsistence or local exchange. Such 
seizures, General Washington knew, led to the “most pernicious consequences.” 
They not only “excited the greatest alarm and uneasiness, even among our best 
and warmest friends” and spread “disaffection, jealousy and fear in the people,” 
but “never fail . . . to raise in the Soldiery a disposition to licentiousness, 
plunder, and Robbery, difficult to suppress afterwards.” Provisioning expedi- 
tions in the Delaware Valley by both armies fulfilled Washington’s prophecy, 
and bandits masquerading as soldiers stole what the armies and soldiers left 
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behind. The Continentals, desperate for clothing, requisitioned all the cloth, 
clothing, and blankets inhabitants of Bucks, Chester, Philadelphia, and North- 
ampton Counties could spare. Officers gave certificates for future payment for 
all goods taken, but gleanings were slim. The “disaffected,” General Washington 
reported, “hid their goods,” hoping for higher prices, and “our friends had, 
before, parted with all they could spare.” Even force turned up little more.** 

The Continental army’s efforts to feed and clothe itself led to civil war with 
farmers. Through the winter of 1778, army commissaries and hungry soldiers 
rambled through the country, seizing provisions, straw, fodder, and livestock 
“under the Shadow of the Bayonet & the appellation Tory.” Local officials 
impressed teams of horses and drivers to cart provisions to Valley Forge, paying 
them too little even to maintain their carts; foragers burned what fodder they 
could not take. Bands of soldiers “insulted and abused” farmers while they took 
forage and left them without “a reasonable share for the subsistence of their 
families”; they came back and took more, even when shown a certificate stating 
that the farmers had “furnished their Quotos.” Officers, who knew that the 
Delaware Valley had become barren, continued to depend on it for the army’s 
sustenance. Fearing starvation, farmers hid their grain and cattle in neighbors’ 
barns, the woods, or swamps. They refused to thresh their wheat, sell cattle, or 
lend wagons to the army. They sold grain to speculators or took it (along with 
livestock and horses) to the British in Philadelphia, where they got trade goods 
and hard money. Although farmers saved some cattle, horses, and flour for use 
or the Philadelphia trade, armies swept the country clean, whipping civilians 
who traded with the enemy, taking everything they could find, and threshing 
wheat that farmers tried to keep off the market.” 

The Continental army managed relations with civilians more amicably dur- 
ing the frigid 1779—80 winter at Morris Town, New Jersey. The winter started 
badly. From late December through mid-January, hungry men plundered food 
and stole poultry and stock. By early January heavy snow blocked the roads and 
made getting supplies almost impossible. With neither bread nor meat for days, 
the freezing, ill-housed, and ill-clad men faced starvation. Generals Wash- 
ington and Greene, however, wanted no repeat of the Valley Forge experience. 
Greene asked inhabitants and the militia to clear the roads; Washington sent 
officers to urge magistrates to go with the army to inventory cattle and provi- 
sions and persuade farmers to part with them. Farmers brought provisions and 
cattle to be weighed to a central location, where they received certificates for the 
market price of their goods. Only if farmers refused to part with their surpluses 
would the army impress the goods, and even then it could take no milk cows. 

New Jersey farmers willingly helped provision the army because the army 
treated them with respect, and because they knew that if they helped clear 
roads, Pennsylvania provisions would reduce their burden. Moreover, the army 
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asked for goods farmers could spare and spread the requisitions over the state, 
giving higher quotas to more productive counties. When farmers lacked cattle, 
the army accepted buckwheat, rye, and corn instead. “Very Hospitable” farm- 
ers, General William Irvine reported in early January, gave what little they could 
spare, but they gave him “a thousand apologys, particularly scarcity for their 
families.” By January 24 General Washington reported that the camp was “tol- 
erably well supplied with provision,” because farmers “more than complied 
with the requisitions.” Farmers continued to help supply the camp through 
winter and early spring, but without pay for their efforts, they quickly be- 
came restive.*8 

The reasons for the army’s difficulties at Morris Town are not difficult to 
discern. With the great inflation of Continental money, the system of military 
requisitions collapsed. In 1780 Congress set quotas for essential war goods— 
grain or flour, cloth, beef, and bacon—that each state had to meet. The requisi- 
tions failed to meet the army’s needs, however. General Washington calculated 
deficits of 100,000 barrels of flour, 11,600 tons of hay, and 756,300 bushels of 
grain fodder. But states failed to come up with even these quotas. Since local 
collectors would not leave farmers, who had tiny surpluses, in a state of starva- 
tion, they refused to take what Congress demanded. Because the army never 
knew what supplies states would provide, it had to “subsist the Horses of the 
Army by force.” Such force gave “rise to Civil disputes” with citizens and 
magistrates and even worse conflict in the Carolinas in 1780 and 1781, where 
the Continental army and its British counterpart denuded the countryside of 
provisions and livestock.*? 

From the beginning of the war to its end, soldiers plundered farmers’ crops, 
fodder, livestock, and personal property, despite repeated prohibitions by both 
American and British commanders, because line officers undercut the orders of 
their superiors. British and Hessian officers let most offenders go unpunished, 
and many supported campaigns of terror as the best way to bring the colonies 
to submission. Sympathizing with the hardships of their men and viewing all 
Americans as rebels, they looked the other way when their men stole food or 
even personal property. American officers similarly justified plunder, arguing 
that they took only from Tories, who richly deserved the punishment. Ameri- 
can line officers often stood aside while their men plundered; even worse, they 
bought goods soldiers had plundered or—in a few cases—led their men in 
plundering expeditions.*° 

Soldiers not only took food but looted the property of farmers. Everywhere 
they went, they demanded food and lodging or stole food farmers needed for 
their families, leading them, as General Washington told his men in July 1777, to 
“dread our halting among them, even for a night.” Recruits usually had no food 
for their trip, often 100 miles or more, from home to army camp. With a few 
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dollars of worthless Continentals in their pockets, they stayed hungry or took 
from farmers. They often suffered hunger even after they arrived. Troops— 
loyalist, English, patriot, and French—regularly stole food from nearby farmers 
to supplement their meager rations and burned fences to cook or keep warm. 
Hungry Continentals, for instance, roamed the countryside around Valley 
Forge (in the winter of 1778) and Morris Town (in the winter of 1780), robbing 
cornfields, stealing provisions farmers preserved for winter, and extorting food 
and drink. Wherever the army encamped—Valley Forge, New Jersey, New York, 
or the Carolinas—civilians complained that soldiers looted their property. The 
men stole from poor and rich alike but often targeted rich Loyalists. Angry, 
cold, and wearing little but rags, at Valley Forge the troops lashed out at com- 
fortable farmers they believed had abandoned the cause, stealing gold and silk 
clothing, breaking furniture, and wrecking houses near the camp.>! 

British, Hessian, and Loyalist soldiers plundered as much as the patriots. 
Lurid stories notwithstanding, Hessians looted no more than other royal sol- 
diers and for the same reasons: hunger, cold, need for forage, and hatred of 
rebels. Contemptuous of the patriots’ rebellion against authority and angry at 
hostility directed at them, they turned on their tormentors; unwilling or unable 
to distinguish between friend and foe, they plundered patriot and Loyalist alike. 
Envious of productive farms and the riches they saw around them, they tar- 
geted the biggest farms (even those of noted Loyalists in Rhode Island and New 
Jersey), where they destroyed luxuries and carried off booty.*? 

All early modern armies, with their battles on farms and in villages, ruined 
civilian property. Razing of farms by armies as they fought, gathered forage, or 
searched for provisions was extraordinarily widespread. Armies and militias es- 
pecially targeted men of substance who led opposing movements and supplied 
their neighbors, but small farmers suffered as well. Indian and Loyalist warfare 
on the borderlands reduced New York and Pennsylvania frontier settlements to 
rubble; retaliatory marches by patriot militias and the army ruined Loyalist 
settlements and Indian villages. British marines and army troops raided and 
burned villages and settlements from New England to Georgia. Contending 
armies and partisan bands roamed New Jersey from 1776 to 1778, Virginia in 
1778 and 1781, and the Carolinas from 1780 to 1782, spreading destruction wher- 
ever they marched. 

The most severe British raids took place in Connecticut, where the British 
regularly gathered provisions, took livestock, or destroyed military stores be- 
fore returning to their ships. Nearly all the raiders landed by boat from Long 
Island or New York and marched as far as twenty-nine miles inland. Usually 
getting some advance warning, most residents fled, leaving empty villages. 
Between 1777 and 1781 thirteen Connecticut coastal towns suffered British raids, 
several more than once. During the April 1777 Danbury raid, for instance, 
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soldiers destroyed military stores (including 3,000 to 4,000 barrels of meat and 
1,000 barrels of flour) and burned down 22 dwellings (of 400 in town) and 
22 barns.*4 

American troops indulged in similar, if less extensive, raiding. To retaliate for 
raids on Connecticut’s coast, Connecticut and Westchester County patriots 
commissioned privateers to invade Long Island and seize any goods plundered 
from Connecticut; while there, they looted homes of local Tories and Whigs. In 
1777 they raided Sag Harbor, led by a refugee who had fled the town for 
Connecticut. Privateers stole clothing, silverware, and luxury goods during fall 
1778 raids and later sold them in Connecticut. Another group of raiders de- 
stroyed 300 tons of hay at Coram during a foray in 1780, and a fourth party of 
privateers attacked East Chester in 1781.°° 

Partisan warfare, with its pillage and plunder, hit New York, New Jersey, and 
the lower South most severely. Between 1776 and 1780 armies and partisans 
created havoc in New Jersey. In 1776 and 1777 the British and Hessians burned 
mills the enemy might use and destroyed houses that would protect them from 
British fire, but at the same time they slaughtered livestock, burned hay and 
grain, and looted property. During early 1777 the two sides sent large armies 
through central New Jersey in search of forage and cattle. The raids devastated 
farming. The “track of the British army,” the Continental Congress reported, 
“is marked with desolation and a wanton destruction of property, particu- 
larly through Westchester County” and “Newark, Elizabethtown, Woodbridge, 
Brunswick, Kingston, Princeton, and Trenton”—all the major farm towns on 
the road from New York to Philadelphia.°° 

The backcountry Carolinas and Georgia suffered more than any other place 
except Westchester County from partisan warfare. Five-sided warfare, involving 
British regulars, Loyalist and local patriot militias, the Continental army, and 
Cherokees increased the carnage, as partisans on both sides plundered live- 
stock, stole slaves, burned farms, and massacred civilians. Early in the war 
Loyalist Rangers from East Florida repeatedly raided Georgia for cattle to sup- 
ply the British at St. Augustine, but the British conquest of Charleston opened 
an extraordinarily violent civil war. Loyalists savored the British victory, clam- 
oring “for retributive Justice.” The British kidnapped Lowcountry civilians and 
took their slaves and invaded the Georgetown District three times, burning fifty 
plantations. Loyalists started a fierce civil war in the upcountry in late 1780, 
burning houses and plundering. In response patriot forces went on a rampage. 
They plundered British stores previously taken from unwilling farmers, burned 
houses, killed cattle and sheep, stole horses, whipped slaves, insulted civilians, 
and murdered overseers in Loyalist strongholds, turning the area, a Loyalist 
merchant complained, into a place of “confusion, robbery, and murder.” 

As the war moved north in late 1780, the two armies spread havoc through- 
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out North Carolina and Virginia. During the fall of 1780 the British spent five 
weeks around Charlotte, North Carolina, foraging, burning, and plundering as 
they moved. When Cornwallis’s army moved northwest of Charlotte in January 
1781, it ravaged the countryside, burning houses and provisions. Even worse, 
Tory partisan bands, formed in the wake of the invasion, pillaged the backcoun- 
try. What the Loyalist militias failed to plunder, the occupiers destroyed or took 
in raids and foraging expeditions. Patriots responded with equal savagery. As a 
result, neither side could find enough food to support armies, nor did enough 
food remain to feed civilians. Indiscriminate plunder and wanton murder 
reduced many citizens “to beggary,” one resident reported to General Greene in 
July 1781. Residents trying to feed their families refused to give supplies to either 
side. With mass starvation, especially of poor families, a possibility, the general 
ordered General Andrew Pickens to impress “necessities” from those with 
“plenty” and give them to those in need.** 

The Chesapeake region suffered much after the British invaded in 1779, 
1780, and 1781. When the British landed in 1779, they burned several ports on 
the James River and plundered plantations, taking as many as 1,000 slaves. 
Throughout the first half of 1781 the British drove off and killed cattle along the 
York River. They attacked farms all over the James River basin and the Northern 
Neck, destroying munitions and fences, stealing cattle and horses, burning at 
least 6,000 hogsheads of tobacco and much grain, ruining plantations of gentle- 
men, and setting slaves free. Everywhere they targeted the rich, sometimes 
leaving the farms of the poor untouched. The Continental and French armies— 
thinking everyone a Tory—behaved little better.°? 


The Balance of Terror 


Wartime violence terrorized farm families, and although women suffered the 
most, victors tortured and terrorized men as well. After the battle of Ben- 
nington, victorious patriot soldiers tied Loyalists (probably soldiers) to horses 
driven by slaves. New England Tories, too, reveled in terrorizing their captives. 
In July 1777 a party of Tories and Indians invaded Samuel Churchill’s farm in 
western Vermont. Although they heeded the pleas of women to save the house, 
they humiliated Churchill, tying him to a tree for hours and yelling at him over 
!” Torture became a fine art 
in the North Carolina backcountry. In October 1780 patriot militiamen beat a 


and over, “Tell us where your flour is, you old rebel 


Wilkes County Moravian named Schemel and his wife and then plundered 
their farm.© 

Invasions forced farm women left alone to defend their homes and children 
from men bent on plunder, murder, and rape. Backcountry women took their 
children and hid in the orchards or woods at the first hint of attack, sometimes 
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watching as the men burned their homes. More than plunder, farm women 
feared rape at the hands of enemy soldiers. Whereas American troops occasion- 
ally raped enemy women (especially Indians), British troops did so more often. 
During the 1776-77 campaigns an epidemic of rape by British troops spread 
from Staten Island through New Jersey. In one particularly horrifying case, 
British soldiers repeatedly raped thirteen-year-old farmgirl Abigail Palmer, de- 
spite her grandfather’s pleas and her own screams. The men returned and raped 
Palmer’s aunt and a friend and finally dragged Abigail and a young friend to 
their camp, where more men raped them. Two years later similar sexual assaults 
broke out in Fairfield and New Haven, Connecticut, when the British raided 
those towns. In 1781 and 1782 British or Loyalist troops assaulted a few girls near 
Hillsborough, North Carolina.*! 

Military victory by hostile forces perpetuated terror and resistance to it. In 
the spring of 1776, as soon as American forces occupied western New York, 
Captain Joseph Bloomfield reported, they interrogated “Scotch, Dutch, & Irish 
Tories.” “It is very surprizeing,” he observed, “to see what a consternation & 
fright the Tories . . . are thrown into. Those miserable Wretches are afraid to be 
seen by any of the Soldiery” and “behave with the greatest servility imagin- 
able . . . & make all the Promises for their future good behavior that can be 
desired, upon which they are usually dismissed.” Most “signed the Association” 
or “gave bonds for their future good Behavior.” Still, many stood unbowed. The 
Americans imprisoned 52 of the 195 men (“the most dangerous and incorrigi- 
ble”) interviewed. Even the meek resisted. Fear, Bloomfield thought, prevented 
the women from selling “fresh Provisions, Butter, Eggs” to the occupiers; more 
likely they hid from the soldiers in silent protest. 

Indian warfare struck far greater terror than armies and militia alone. These 
battles grew out of earlier wars, in which settlers and Indians had pillaged and 
massacred one another while they fought over rich farmlands. The struggle 
between Tory and Whig intensified an earlier war without boundaries between 
Indians and settlers, in which every person became a combatant and in which 
revenge answered revenge in a perpetual cycle. Tories, British regulars, and 
Indians stood against the Continental army, militias, settlers, and their few 
Indian allies, each vying to outdo the other in destructiveness. The Americans 
(but rarely the British) burned Indian villages, destroying their corn, beans, 
and squash. This scorched-earth policy led to retaliation against American 
soldiers and frontier communities. Hundreds of civilians—Indians and set- 
tlers—died, many of them victims of brutal massacres. Racial slaughter fed 
racial hatred, leading to yet more violence.© 

Warfare in the Iroquois country illuminates this barbarity. The British, To- 
ries, and Indians repeatedly struck the Mohawk River frontier, rich and well- 
peopled lands close to Indian territory. In July 1778 they raided Springfield, 
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burning all the houses and barns. From September to November 1778 John 
Butler’s Rangers, 800 strong, attacked the Mohawk Valley, burning corn and 
farms. Retaliating for Sullivan’s raid the previous fall, John Johnson led Loyal- 
ists and Mohawks in May 1780 in “Burning and laying Waste everything before 
them.” They killed cattle, burned or took corn and flour, destroyed 120 houses 
and barns (burning 60-70 sheep living in them), and stole 70 horses. In Sep- 
tember and October they returned to burn 200 houses and destroy 600,000 
bushels of grain. The next October another expedition plundered the area, 
destroying 100 houses and 80,000 bushels of grain.* 

American retaliation left the Iroquois country desolate. Many Iroquois had 
adopted European farming and housing styles and thus had much to lose. 
Ordered by Washington in the summer of 1779 to lay waste all the Iroquois 
settlements, General John Sullivan and his men systematically destroyed Indian 
communities. The troops stole skins, plates, and kitchen utensils; burned forty 
villages, 160,000 bushels of corn, bean and potato fields, along with fruit, 
vegetables, and fowl; chopped down orchards; and set cattle and horses loose. 
With their crops burned, their men subsisting on green corn and defeated in 
battle, Indians (and the Tories who lived near them) fled villages before the 
onslaught.© 

Murder of noncombatants, most often done to avenge earlier deaths, accom- 
panied raids. Cherokee raids in 1776 on the North Carolina frontier killed 37 
people; the next year the Creeks killed 20. Both the British and the Americans 
paid for enemy scalps, thus encouraging the killing of civilians. At Cherry 
Valley, Pennsylvania, in 1778 the Senecas murdered 31 women and children, 
retaliating for patriot massacres of their people. They took 30 to 40 surviving 
women and children with them as hostages. Indians and Tories at Wyoming 
killed 210 Yankee defenders and settlers. The Americans tortured, killed, and 
scalped as many noncombatants as the Indians. In 1777 American militia mur- 
dered 4 Shawnee neutrals, held as hostages, as revenge for a white man the 
Indians had killed. A year later the Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania, militia 
carried out a “Squaw Campaign,” deliberately murdering a man, 4 women, and 
a boy. In 1781 Colonel Daniel Brodhead’s men executed 16 warriors they cap- 
tured; in April 1782, after hostile Indians had repeatedly murdered settlers, 
enraged frontier militia massacred and scalped 93 friendly Delawares (90 of 
them were Moravians—29 men, 27 women, and 34 children), as they sang 
hymns and prayed.° 


Refugees and Emigrés 


Wartime violence turned many families into refugees desperate to find food 
and shelter. Knowing what destruction lay ahead, farmers abandoned their 
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homes at the first rumors of invasion. Brave souls who defended their home- 
steads watched as soldiers plundered their possessions, burned their houses, 
and even slaughtered their families and neighbors. Unable to survive on their 
ruined farms, they, too, took to the roads in search of asylum. Refugee families 
not only abandoned their farms, reducing labor and farm production, but 
burdened their hosts, who often had to find them food and clothing.” 

Loyalists rushed in as soon as the British captured Boston, New York, Phila- 
delphia, Newport, Charleston, and Savannah; other refugees reached Canada, 
leaving thousands of farms uncultivated. The largest number of refugees, some 
25,000, crowded into occupied New York City. They came from upstate New 
York, New Jersey, Virginia (masters and slaves), and other states, taking over 
homes patriots had abandoned. The city’s population jumped from 5,000 in the 
summer of 1776 to 11,000 in February 1777. When the British abandoned Phila- 
delphia, perhaps 3,000 refugees—most already thrust from their homes— 
poured into New York, raising the city’s population to 25,000 by 1781. In 1783, 
after the British evacuated Charleston, the population of the city jumped to 
33,000 (plus 10,000 soldiers). Lacking any means of support, 758 to 868 refu- 
gees, mostly women and children, required British aid to survive. During 1783, 
with peace at hand, 29,200 refugees sailed away into exile, leaving the city to the 
returning, victorious Americans. 

Patriots dispossessed as many southern Loyalists. Fearing Indians less than 
Whigs, western North Carolina Loyalists went to Kentucky. When patriots re- 
captured South Carolina’s frontier Ninety Six District in 1781, Loyalist troops— 
some with families—marched to Charleston; after retaking Augusta that Sep- 
tember, patriots made Loyalist women and children join husbands and fathers 
in occupied Savannah. Thousands of others fled coastal plantations for Florida, 
the Natchez region, Savannah, or Charleston. When the British abandoned 
Charleston in 1783, 9,127 people (5,333 of them were slaves) left for New York or 
the West Indies. Florida became a haven for thousands. Between 1775 and 1783 
West Florida’s population doubled and East Florida’s multiplied five times. The 
Spanish takeover of East Florida at the end of the war forced 2,948 residents 
(with 6,240 slaves) to flee again, most to the West Indies. 

Patriot families fled the British in equally large numbers. A 1775 raid on 
Falmouth, Maine, drove inhabitants from town, and patriots abandoned the 
Penobscot area in 1779 after the British burned their homes and stole their 
cattle. Many patriots left Boston for Cambridge, Worcester, or Providence dur- 
ing 1775; 12,000 more fled British rule and the American siege in 1776. As 
contending armies fought over Charlestown, Massachusetts, in summer 1775, 
residents left; the British then burned the town, driving townsfolk “into the wil- 
derness for security from British violence.” As the British moved toward New 
York, patriot families fled before them. After the British conquered Long Island 


EPILOGUE 


278 


in 1776, 1,000 families (a fifth of the island’s people) fled to Connecticut. In 
August 1775 and February, March, and April 1776, rumors of imminent invasion 
emptied New York City. The situation became so precarious in August 1776 that 
General Washington ordered the evacuation of infirm men, women, and chil- 
dren. Only 5,000 of the 22,000 residents of New York remained after the British 
finally occupied the city. Many crowded into adjacent New Jersey or Orange 
County, New York, where nearly every farmer took in one or two refugees.” 

British actions turned just as many southerners into refugees. In 1775, after 
the British took over Norfolk, patriot families fled to nearby Suffolk County; 
the British fired on the town before leaving it in December 1775, creating more 
refugees. After the British occupied Charleston and demanded loyalty from the 
planters, many fled into North Carolina and Virginia, taking their slaves with 
them, and General Cornwallis sent others to St. Augustine. In 1779, when the 
British invaded backcountry Carolina, women fled to their neighbors or es- 
caped to the mountains. Some patriot families in the Charlotte area, a local 
planter wrote, “abandoned their habitations,” some fleeing “with such of their 
property as they could carry,” while others fought Cornwallis.”! 

Invasion by Indians, Tories, and the British emptied much of the northern 
and trans-Appalachian frontiers. The defeat of the Quebec expedition in 1776 
led Vermont farmers to flee, as did rumors of a British invasion in the spring of 
17773 in July, after the surrender of Ticonderoga, other Vermont families scur- 
ried toward Albany. In March 1779 an Indian attack in Westmoreland County, 
Pennsylvania, “struck the inhabitants . . . with such a panick that a great part of 
them were moving away”; a similar panic in November 1780, after Tories and 
Regulars invaded western New York and Vermont, depopulated the region. 
When the British and Indians plundered the Mohawk Valley in October 1781, 
the expedition’s leader reported, “The Inhabitants fled precipitately in the 
Night.” The population of Tryon County, at the epicenter of this conflict, 
dropped from about 10,000 to 3,500.72 

The southern frontier, with its widely scattered settlements, suffered severe 
depopulation. The 1776 Cherokee invasion of the Cumberland Valley sent 
women and children scurrying several hundred miles to southwest Virginia; 
they returned later that year but fell prey to new attacks and again fled to 
Virginia, never to return. Only the hardiest frontier families, numbering several 
hundred, ventured into Kentucky or Tennessee in 1777—80, hoping the Indians 
would not strike again. When Indians went to war, as they did in 1777-78 and 
1782, even the most hardy folk left. As competing militias and armies trod about 
the backcountry plundering and (on occasion) murdering the residents, farm- 
ers took to the roads. Everywhere Cornwallis marched in the Carolinas, farm 
families fled, carrying or carting whatever worldly goods they could. Similarly, 
after the Kentucky militia foolishly attacked a larger invading British force, 
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Colonel William Christian reported that “numbers of People are now on the 
Road, moving out.” 

Both sides confiscated land and chattels of enemy families on territory they 
controlled. After looting farms abandoned by patriot evacuees, British armies 
turned them over to Loyalist refugees. The British gave forty Long Island farms 
to 468 refugees, who grew provisions for the occupying army. They seized many 
estates of patriot refugees, Continental soldiers, and rebels in South Carolina 
and Georgia, saving a fourth of the estates’ annual income for wives and children 
but selling crops and livestock that remained. Patriots refused to let families of 
Loyalist soldiers stay on their farms. At best officials took the land and returned a 
dower right to the woman or tried to support the family out of the estate; at 
worst, presuming the woman as guilty as her husband, they thrust her into exile. 
By 1780 New York officials gave wives of refugee Tories just twenty days to sell 
their estates and leave for Canada or face charges of treason; even worse, they 
had to leave sons over age twelve at home to serve in the Continental army.” 

Every state confiscated and sold the land of British subjects or Loyalists who 
had fled or had fought with the British. Massachusetts banished and seized the 
lands of 309 people, 144 from Boston; New York divided confiscated estates into 
more than 300 farms and rented them to tenants. Rich Loyalists, who lost 
hundreds of thousands of acres, suffered the most, but small farmers lost land 
as well. Seven of the 35 Loyalists who lost land in Worcester County, Mas- 
sachusetts, in 1779 were yeomen, while 23 were gentlemen.” 

Their property seized, many Loyalists of modest means had little reason to 
stay in the country. Exiles moved to Canada, the West Indies, or Great Britain. 
Between 35,000 and 49,000 Loyalists migrated to Canada. At least 14,000 people, 
including many slaves, moved to the West Indies; another 7,000 to 8,000 
reached Great Britain. Permanent Loyalist exiles numbered at least 60,000, 
comprising 2.5 percent of the American population, proportionately five times 
greater than the number of émigrés thrust into exile during the French Revolu- 
tion. These émigrés represented a cross-section of the rural populace. Half the 
people (1,368 of 2,782) who claimed compensation for their losses from the Brit- 
ish government were farmers, mostly men of small means. Nine-tenths of the 
New Brunswick emigrants were born in the colonies, and the vast majority were 
modest farmers or craftsmen. Seven-tenths of Ontario refugees came from the 
northern New York frontier; nearly half had been born abroad (predominantly 
Highlander Scots), and many of the rest were children of immigrants.” 


Rebuilding Farm Markets 
The war left much of the country—the Philadelphia area, Long Island, Rhode 


Island, the South—in shambles. Farmers spent the 1780s and 1790s recovering 
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from war damage. They rebuilt burned-out houses and barns, expanded live- 
stock herds, replaced torn out fences, replanted orchards, cleared new fields, 
paid debts ignored during the war, remade the borrowing system, and sought 
new foreign markets. But export markets reopened slowly, recovery of herds 
took years, profits dropped as farm prices plummeted after 1785, and specie 
remained scarce. Despite a brief postwar boom fueled by pent-up demand for 
imports, per capita income plunged from about $1,400 (in 1994 dollars) in 1774 
to $800 in 1790; even after the prosperous 1790s, per capita income in 1805 
reached only $1,200.77 

Commercial farming began to recover as soon as the war ended, but south- 
ern planters, their farms ravaged by war, suffered greatly. Rice planters did not 
fully recover their markets. During the 1790s exports averaged three-quarters of 
the prewar total. Although backcountry Carolina and Georgia planters ex- 
panded tobacco production, growing English demand for cotton, along with 
the cotton gin, led eager Piedmont Carolina and Georgia planters to switch to 
that crop. As a result, cotton production multiplied during the 1790s, from 1.5 to 
35 million pounds. To increase tobacco and cotton production, frontier south- 
ern planters craved more slaves. The heavy demand for those commodities gave 
them sufficient credit to buy almost 120,000 Africans before January 1, 1808, 
when Congress prohibited the practice. Most slaves worked in the Georgia 
backcountry; the rest, in Piedmont South Carolina, Tennessee, Mississippi, 
and Louisiana.’ 

The Chesapeake region, with its diversified economy, recovered more rapidly. 
Flour exports from western Maryland and the Susquehanna Valley boomed 
after the war, averaging 174,000 barrels during 1792-99, nearly four times the 
prewar amount. Throughout the 1780s productivity per worker in tobacco re- 
gions returned to prewar norms. Virginia exports jumped from 18,592 hogs- 
heads in 1782—83 to almost 60,000 per year from 1786 to 1792, nearly the prewar 
average. Maryland planters exported an average of 27,000 hogsheads by 1791- 
92, compared to 30,000 before the war. But the French Revolution and the ensu- 
ing wars between France and Britain disrupted the tobacco trade. Between 1793 
and 1798 Virginia warehouses inspected an average of only 35,700 hogsheads.”? 

Farmers in the Delaware, Hudson, and Mohawk Valleys—the granaries of co- 
lonial North America—resumed production as markets reopened in southern 
Europe and in the British West Indies. In 1773 Philadelphia merchants exported 
266,000 barrels of Delaware Valley and upper Eastern Shore flour. In 1784 and 
1785 the port sent 218,000 barrels to market (four-fifths of the prewar total); 
flour exports rose to 359,000 barrels in the early 1790s, a third more than before 
the war. New York, with a less populous hinterland, had always exported less 
than Philadelphia, but by 1788 New York farmers were exporting 322,000 bush- 
els of wheat, 183,000 bushels of corn, and 62,000 barrels of flour annually.®° 
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Despite mercantilist restrictions, the British and French West Indian markets 
regained their importance for mid-Atlantic and Chesapeake grain farmers and 
New England beef producers. New England and Pennsylvania farmwives ex- 
ported 2.5 million pounds of butter and 1.8 million pounds of cheese in 1796, at 
least three-quarters of it to the West Indies, far more than before the war. The 
French islands provided the best markets. In 1790 they took three-quarters of 
the beef, more than two-thirds of the fish, and one-quarter of the flour exports; 
the British islands took an equal quantity of flour but little fish and meat. 
Nonetheless, in 1785-87 the British islands did import an average of 176,000 
bushels of corn, 93,000 barrels of flour, and 17,000 barrels of bread.®! 

During the war the borrowing system—so central to small farmers—nearly 
collapsed. If farmers never expected an immediate return on the “gifts” they 
gave, they nonetheless expected an eventual return. The war destroyed those 
possibilities. Farmers living in war zones had little to trade with neighbors, and 
with so little available labor, they swapped work with neighbors less often. 
Outside war zones, the export trade (which brought the money and manufac- 
tured goods essential for borrowing) collapsed, leaving each farmer with less to 
barter. The end of the war brought the rapid remaking of the borrowing 
system. Hired hands returned, making welcome additions to farm labor and 
allowing farmers to diversify production and swap work at planting and harvest 
seasons. A surge of cloth imports let women return to their dairies and vegeta- 
ble gardens, adding to the stock of goods they could give, lend, or exchange.*? 

The experience of wheat farmers in the mid—Hudson Valley during the post- 
war decades suggests the intensity of such exchanges. These farmers regularly 
borrowed from one another, lending or giving provisions and boots, oxen, and 
homemade cloth. Farmers helped clear land and harvest timber so a neighbor 
could build a new farmhouse. At the same time, farm women spun and wove 
for each other, and their daughters attended spinning bees, extending their 
families’ resources without spending scarce hard money needed for imported 
goods. Money rarely changed hands in these exchanges, and farmers who kept 
account books sometimes neglected to record the value of the exchange.® 

With the economic constraints that Britain had forced on the colonies gone, 
merchants began to build a national commercial system with new capitalist 
institutions such as banks. Rich northeastern farmers, gradually joined by their 
middling neighbors, took part in the orgy of development, expanding farms, 
founding agricultural societies, buying stocks and notes, and hiring wage labor 
at market rates. They lent money to men from other towns, reducing reliance 
on neighborly exchange; they searched for the best market for their surpluses 
and bought much of what they had made before at the growing number of 
local shops.** 
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New Peoples and New Lands 


At the end of the war, a fever for American frontier land burned hot throughout 
Europe and every new state. Families with too little land or none at all dreamed 
of making farms on fertile frontier lands they believed were empty. Pioneers 
rushed to northeastern and western frontiers, searching for land, many squat- 
ting at first. State or federal governments held sovereignty over this land and 
sold much of it to land companies and speculators, but Indians controlled 
nearly all of it. Before anyone could gain control over the frontier, Indians had 
to be removed. 

Since the Americans had not defeated them in war, Indians insisted on 
negotiating treaties as independent nations. Nonetheless, most of the Iroquois, 
who had fought the patriots, lost their lands in 1784 treaties; other Indians 
signed treaties giving away millions of acres. At the same time, squatters rushed 
onto Indian lands in New York, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, and Ohio, making 
long-term Indian occupation impossible. The United States, pressed by settlers 
and their representatives in state governments who denied that Indians had any 
right to the soil, wanted land cessions or sales. But most Indians repudiated 
treaties already signed, and from 1782 through the early 1790s Georgia, Ken- 
tucky, Tennessee, and Ohio Indians went on the warpath, angered by treaties, 
encroachment on their lands, and attacks by settlers. By 1800, after vicious 
warfare, Indians had lost their lands in Pennsylvania, New York, and much of 
Ohio. 

Emigrants from both Europe and the Fast rushed in to take Indian lands. As 
soon as peace returned, immigration resumed and quickly surpassed prewar 
totals. As many as 200,000 immigrants came during the 1780s and 1790s, half 
from Ireland and most others from England, Scotland, and Germany. Battered 
by poor harvests, the Irish clamored to come to America, where promotional 
literature told them they could earn high wages and easily get a farm on the 
boundless frontiers. Since the British could no longer dump convicts and since 
more families accumulated money needed for passage, the proportion of ser- 
vants among immigrants plummeted from one-half to less than one in thirteen. 
At first immigrants stayed in their port of arrival, but without the necessity of 
serving a term, many could seek work, look for a farm to rent, or buy land soon 
after they landed. Two-fifths of the 3,129 German redemptioners who arrived in 
Philadelphia between 1787 and 1804 fanned out across the country, providing 
essential farm labor to small and middling farmers. Small numbers of Welsh, 
Scot, German, and French immigrants reached the New York frontier during 
the late 1790s.86 

Land hunger, intensified by publicity, drove landless or land-poor families to 
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move. Half of the householders in St. Mary’s County, Maryland, in 1790 were 
tenants, and landowners held an average of just 100 acres, barely enough to 
sustain a family in tobacco country. Many northern New Jersey farmers did not 
get enough land to feed their families until they were in their late forties and 
fifties. Such men listened avidly to the glowing accounts of the bountiful land in 
Kentucky or Ohio that awaited exploitation by industrious farmers. New Jersey 
men saw ads for land north of Albany for sale “in small lots of 200 acres and 
upwards, very suitable for poor farmers.” Small planters in Maryland read ads 
hawking 480,000 acres of land by lottery or on easy terms, most in Kentucky, 
between 1789 and 1799.87 

Groups of kin sometimes moved together; other migrants traveled in com- 
munal groups or followed predecessors to the area, sometimes founding towns 
in the process. Andover, Massachusetts, residents founded Andover and Den- 
ward, Maine; settlers from Martha’s Vineyard began Vineyard, Maine; Dighton, 
Massachusetts, men planted Richmond, New York. Advance parties found fer- 
tile New York lands, returned home, and enticed neighbors to come with them. 
Yankee pioneers wrote home extolling their newfound land, and big New York 
land companies reached out to communities and kin groups. Southern plain 
folk, like northern farmers, often followed recommendations from pioneering 
kindred and friends and migrated as families or joined groups of kin or neigh- 
bors on the trip westward. In 1779, for example, a colony of neighbors, mostly 
from Berkeley County, Virginia, moved to Strode’s Station; in the 1780s and 
1790s many poor Catholic tenants from St. Mary’s County, Maryland, moved to 
the fertile Bluegrass region; and a Baptist congregation in Spotsylvania County, 
Virginia, numbering 500 to 600 souls, sold their property and moved as a group 
in 1781 to central Kentucky.* 

The Revolutionary War had ended frontier migration and turned frontier 
families into refugees. After the war, refugees rapidly returned, joined by fam- 
ilies from older regions, to repeople western New York and Pennsylvania, the 
Ohio country, and the old Southwest. Usually they went in short steps, moving 
from one frontier to another. During the 1780s and 1790s, New Englanders 
moved northeast to Maine and Vermont, west to New York and Ohio, and 
southwest to the Wyoming country and western Pennsylvania. New Yorkers 
moved across the state and into western Pennsylvania and Ohio. If New En- 
glanders moved northeast, Ohio attracted eastern families, who traveled north- 
or southwest to reach the staging area in Pittsburgh. Chesapeake planters 
moved farther than any other postwar migrants, populating backcountry Geor- 
gia, Kentucky, Tennessee, and southern Ohio. The direction of long-distance 
migration did change markedly. Before the war migrating Chesapeake whites 
went southward down the Great Wagon Road to backcountry Carolina and 
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Georgia; after the war they moved in a more westwardly direction, toward Ken- 
tucky, Ohio, and Tennessee, first stopping in West Virginia or Pennsylvania.*® 

The Revolutionary War had kept most farmers confined to older areas, but 
migration of white families after the war changed the face of the nation. In 1780 
only one-fourteenth of its whites lived on frontiers. Between 1774 and 1784 the 
number of acres farmers cultivated, political economist Samuel Blodget esti- 
mated in 1806, grew only 12 percent, from 4.9 to 5.5 million. But peace with 
Britain unleashed an orgy of farm development. Amidst raging Indian wars, 
families swarmed onto new land; by 1790 the number of acres of improved land 
leaped 45 percent (to 8 million). As this land grab continued through the 1790s, 
improved acres rose 29 percent (to 10.3 million). The increasing availability of 
land led to rapid population growth. By 1800 the white population of northern 
New England, western New York and Pennsylvania, Ohio, Kentucky, Tennessee, 
and backcountry Georgia had reached 921,000, more than one-fifth of the 
country’s whites.°° 

Nearly all this land lay in frontier areas. State governments confiscated hun- 
dreds of thousands of acres from Loyalists, most of them in older areas, but 
men of small means got very little. Even if officials had split these vast tracts of 
confiscated land into 200-acre tracts, few families—only 900 in Virginia and 
Georgia—would have gained land in this way. Rich men, moreover, took the 
bulk of Loyalist land state authorities sold. Twelve men acquired a third of the 
128,300 acres Georgia seized from 166 Tories; four men got 9,310 of the 14,519 
acres South Carolina confiscated from John Bailey; and just eighty-seven peo- 
ple bought the 51,000 acres Virginia took from Loyalists.”! 

New York and Maryland confiscated more Tory land. Maryland confiscated 
and sold 245,000 acres from proprietary manors, half located in places that had 
been settled by the early eighteenth century. Tenants had enjoyed secure and 
renewable leases over three lives. Although the state honored leases, sale of the 
land eventually evicted every tenant unable to buy his farm. The state sold 
farms on eight manors totaling 41,625 acres to 199 different purchasers. Small 
farmers predominated on all but Queen Anne’s manor, where one buyer ac- 
quired 2,375 acres, or half the land. More than three-quarters of the buyers on 
seven manors had been tenants. Only on Monancy Manor in Frederick County 
did new men, many of them rich speculators, buy up the land. On other 
manors, located in productive general farming country, richer tenants did 
outbid poorer men.% 

Only in New York, where officials seized 2.5 million acres from Loyalist 
landlords, could land have been redistributed. Speculators, however, wound up 
with most of it. To gain a right of first bidding, a tenant had to submit twelve 
testimonials proving his patriotism (or pay a third of the price with gold or 
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silver money), and before receiving title he had to repay all rents owed his 
landlord. Many tenants could neither find enough men willing to vouch for 
their patriotism nor come up with the cash to pay off debts. The state sold 
160,500 acres in rapidly growing Albany and Tryon Counties to 323 people, an 
average of nearly 500 acres each. Tenants bought more land in the lower Hud- 
son River area. In Dutchess County 401 people bought 455 lots, almost all under 
500 acres. On Philipsburgh Manor, a 50,000-acre estate with 270 tenants in war- 
torn Westchester County, small farmers, mostly manorial tenants, bought al- 
most four-fifths of the land. Nonetheless, 90 former tenants, a third of the 
estate’s farmers, failed to buy. Some had Tory leanings and thus did not qual- 
ify; others were too poor to command the credit needed to make a down 
payment.” 

State and national governments understood land hunger and enacted land 
bounties to get men to enlist. In 1776 the Continental Congress promised 100 
acres to each private who enlisted in the Continental army for at least three 
years. But since the states owned the land, Congress either had to buy it (an 
impossibility, given its empty treasury) or cajole states to donate some. The 
states refused, and the United States redeemed almost no land certificates until 
1797. Eight states also granted land bounties, allocating on average 300 acres to 
privates. Most bounty land wound up in the hands of speculators, who bought 
federal and state certificates for a few cents per dollar. As a result, few soldiers 
redeemed their certificates for frontier land. Georgia proved exceptional, how- 
ever. Eager to have white families people its frontiers, it gave bounties totaling 3 
million acres to 9,000 veterans (only 2,000 of them natives of the state). Many 
men took advantage of the offer; 500 settled on land there with state certificates 
in 1783 alone. 

States also gave away frontier land as headrights, sold it cheaply to squatters, 
or allocated it to families they deemed deserving. Georgia offered headrights to 
any emigrant; Connecticut gave away a half-million acres in its northern Ohio 
reserve to victims of British coastal raids. More often, states permitted squatters 
to buy the land they occupied. In 1777-78 Virginia allowed squatters to preempt 
400 acres of Kentucky land for 2.5 cents per acre, thus encouraging massive 
speculation, as rich men unloaded worthless paper money for the rights to 
land. Kentucky sold land at 20 cents an acre and granted liberal credit. Between 
1777 and 1781 North Carolina gave settlers 640 acres per household; in addition, 
wives and children received 100 acres each (at 40s. per hundred acres).”° 

Land speculators and land companies held ownership rights to most unim- 
proved western lands. Rich men (and their companies) fought over who among 
them would control the vast patrimony beyond the mountains. Pretending that 
neither Indians nor squatters lived on the land they coveted, they consolidated 
their holdings in Maine, New York, Pennsylvania, and Kentucky; they bought 
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millions of acres from Indians and cash-strapped state legislatures; they drew 
maps and formed states almost no one recognized; and they bribed state legisla- 
tors into making larger and larger grants.” 

Such speculation sometimes raised the price farmers had to pay or forced 
families to buy land they already considered their own. Some land companies 
and individual speculators held onto land, waiting for its value to increase. Other 
companies—especially those whose lands lay distant from transit routes—built 
towns, roads, schools, and churches to attract families, thereby playing a crucial 
role in repopulating frontiers. Study of Appalachia, New York, and Ohio reveals 
the various strategies speculators and companies pursued. 

The most intensive land speculation in the country took place in southern 
Appalachia. As late as 1800, speculators, large planters and merchants, land 
companies, and northeastern investment capitalists owned three-quarters of 
the region’s land. North Carolina granted eleven men some 320,000 Tennessee 
acres in 1788—90 alone; Virginia allocated a half-million West Virginia acres 
each to five big speculators. Uninterested in development, these men held on to 
land until they could reap huge profits. In contrast, local planters and mer- 
chants, who owned three-fifths of absentee land in Kentucky and who were 
more connected to their regions, sold more of their land at cheaper rates than 
landholders in Tennessee and West Virginia.” 

Starved for funds, New York sold 22,000 square miles, almost half of the 
state’s land, to developers. Two land companies—Phelps and Gorham and the 
Holland Land Company—held 6.2 million acres, much of the western half of 
the state. In 1791 Alexander Macomb bought 3.6 million acres in the state’s 
northwest corner. Smaller developers gobbled up most of the 2 million acres in 
the state’s military tract reserved for veterans. These fertile lands lay far from 
the Hudson River, the only route to Albany or New York markets. Knowing 
they could not sell isolated land, developers platted towns; built roads; cleared 
streams; recruited ministers and teachers; constructed churches, schools, docks, 
taverns, and mills; and publicized land sales in newspapers, handbills, and 
maps. Understanding that farmers could not afford large tracts, they sold small 
farms for a small down payment. But business remained slow until the early 
nineteenth century, as pioneers filled in lands further east with good access 
to markets.’ 

By the 1787 Northwest Ordinance, the United States acquired control over all 
land north of the Ohio River. The federal government expected to fund its 
budget by selling land to farmers, but settlers avoided buying federal land. Such 
slow occupation can be readily explained. Much fertile, unimproved acreage in 
Vermont, Maine, New York, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, and Georgia lay closer to 
settled areas, and this land could be acquired cheaply from speculators or 
governments. Indian wars kept settlers out until 1794. And the Federalists who 
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controlled the national government wanted to encourage commercial develop- 
ment in compact townships. They kept land prices high by requiring pur- 
chasers to buy 640 acres, far more than families needed. They also refused to 
allow squatters to preempt lands they farmed, and they failed to open a land 
office in Ohio.” 

Speculators and land companies directed Ohio’s early settlement. To re- 
plenish its treasury, the confederation government sold 1.1 million acres to the 
Massachusetts-based Ohio Company and to New Jersey land speculator John 
Symmes. When they gave up their western land claims to the confederation, 
Connecticut and Virginia reserved 7.2 million acres for their veterans (in reality, 
those who bought bounty certificates at a heavy discount). In 1795, before 
settlers arrived in the reserve’s isolated Lake Erie location, Connecticut sold 
their land to the Connecticut Land Company. The two companies, Symmes and 
Virginia’s government, controlled nearly a third of Ohio’s land. The Ohio 
Company and the Virginia military reserve, both dominated by speculators, 
distributed land more efficiently and cheaply than the U.S. government, and by 
1800 numerous farmers had patented land in both places. Since both groups 
owned lands near the Ohio River, they avoided the developmental costs that 
New York land companies bore.1© 

Like their pioneer ancestors, the first families to reach trans-Appalachian 
frontiers acquired title to land with difficulty. Many squatted illegally on Indian 
land before land developers, states, or the federal government acquired it. 
Having used what little cash they had in moving their families and belongings 
over the mountains and unable to pay for patents on free military bounty land, 
much less buy any, they fell into tenancy or (more often) squatted on land, 
hunting, herding cattle, and making small crops until the owners chased them 
away. Those lucky enough to stay made surpluses, built savings, and bought 
land. More prosperous farmers, unable to buy a farm large enough for their 
growing families in the East, moved to the area, often paying the squatter 
for improvements his family had made. Landownership thereby rose to levels 
(two-thirds of heads of households) found in older regions.!°! 

Despite early capitalist development in the East and land speculation, farm 
families did form households, acquire land, and make new communities predi- 
cated on producing surpluses and trading with neighbors, thereby replicating 
colonial small farm society. As long as unimproved land could be stolen from 
the Indians, the cycle of land development and land scarcity in older areas, 
Indian removal from their farms and hunting grounds, migration to new fron- 
tiers, pioneer squatting, followed by purchase and development of land, could 
be repeated endlessly. 
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ARMERS CAME INTO the Revolution with a long tradition of eco- 

nomic independence. A substantial majority owned the land they 

worked, farm families produced much of the food they ate, and farm 

women manufactured some cloth and sewed all the family’s clothing. 
Farmers knew that their labor, not location or fertility of the soil, gave land its 
value. Yet farmers’ independence, built inside families and communities, was 
no more than a well-honed myth. No farmer could do without a wife, who 
cultivated the garden, helped with the harvest, milked the cows, swapped eggs 
and butter with neighbors, and cared for the children. Farm men, too, traded 
goods and labor with neighbors, thus distributing surpluses across the commu- 
nity. They sold surpluses at market to buy what they could not make and to get 
money to pay their taxes. They obeyed the dictates of the rule of rich gentlemen 
and followed communal norms.! 

Even as they depended on their wives to sustain their independence, hus- 
bands demanded the right to rule within their families. At best a husband 
resembled a benevolent parent, awarding rights to an obedient wife, recogniz- 
ing her contribution to the family economy, and allowing her to keep the fruits 
of her own labor. At worst a husband became a petty tyrant, lording over wife 
and children, harshly disciplining them for their misbehavior (real or imag- 
ined), taking their income, and leaving the family to work while he went to 
town or tavern. Most husbands, knowing that the success of the farm depended 
on cooperative labor, resembled a benevolent parent more than a petty tyrant. 
But however well or badly he behaved, a husband knew that the common law 
gave him this power over his wife. 

Their independence, farmers knew, gave them rights as voters and citizens. 
Colonial farmers willingly deferred to gentlemen on political issues, but gentle- 
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men, in turn, had to respect farmers’ status as husbands and citizens and act as 
patrons. If gentlemen refused to grant them freehold land, forced them into 
permanent tenancy, passed high taxes, or failed to protect them from bandits or 
Indians, small farmers insisted that their labor assured their rights of owner- 
ship of the soil. If gentlemen refused to listen, farmers turned to violence. They 
rose up against their betters in New York and New Jersey in the 1740s and 1750s, 
protesting tenancy, over-powerful landlords, and insecure land title. Rural vio- 
lence especially spread in the 1760s and early 1770s, just as Whig gentlemen 
began their rebellion against Britain. Regulators in North Carolina challenged 
corruption and high taxes; South Carolina Regulators fought bandits while 
demanding the establishment of local government; anti-rent rioters on New 
York manors demanded freehold land; the western Pennsylvania Paxton Boys 
insisted on protection from hostile Indians but showed their contempt for all 
Indians by slaughtering innocent, peaceable tribesmen.” 

As the Paxton uprising shows, frontier farmers built their independence by 
throwing Indian farmers and hunters off the land. When white farmers en- 
croached on Indian land, Indians chased off their livestock and on occasion 
murdered isolated families. Vicious retribution and revenge resulted, leaving at 
times swatches of desolation, destruction, and death in its wake. But the end 
result was always the same. Indians gave up more and more of their coastal 
lands and retired across the mountains; white families moved onto the rich 
lands the Indians abandoned and started to make farms, gradually filling the 
land and leading to repeated rounds of conflict farther west. 

When the Revolution began, gentlemen worked hard to mobilize farmers to 
support their cause. Whig leaders espoused an ideology that emphasized popu- 
lar sovereignty, the right of representation, and the opposition to the willful 
attempt of the British to reduce independent men to abject dependence and 
slavery. Farmers read this set of ideas as giving them authority to make policy 
that guaranteed their control over land and family. They joined the Revolution- 
ary movement enthusiastically where gentlemen had treated them well before 
the war; they stayed loyal to Britain when Tory gentlemen they respected ad- 
hered to the motherland; they engaged in bitter, violent civil war in every 
place—the Hudson River Valley, New Jersey, and the Carolinas—where rural 
uprisings had taken place. 

Wherever they lived, farmers endured destruction, violence, and bloodshed 
during the war. Armies and partisan bands stole crops and livestock, burned 
farms, insulted women and children, and forced men to swear loyalty to causes 
they abhorred. In a flash, farmers lost everything they had taken years to 
build. Tens of thousands had to abandon their farms and tramp the roads 
searching desperately for food and a roof over their heads. Bitter men joined 
partisan bands to avenge the wrongs done them, spreading the vicious cycle of 
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violence and destruction. Large numbers of families, however, struggled to stay 
neutral, hiding in the woods or abandoning their farms at the first sound of 
tramping feet. 

The ideology of the American Revolution and the violence of the war to- 
gether created a democratic class of small property holders. After sacrificing all 
for their country, yeomen stopped deferring to gentlemen and insisted on 
democratic decision making. They justified the democratic political dominance 
of their class by using the same labor theory of value that had sustained their 
property rights. Viewing themselves as the most independent and virtuous 
class, small landowning property holders believed they had a right to rule. In 
the ferment of the 1770s and 1780s, they sometimes succeeded in electing 
farmers to legislatures, who on occasion helped to pass laws issuing paper 
money whose inflationary impact allowed farmers to pay their debts in depreci- 
ated currency. More often, gentlemen and capitalists dominated legislatures, 
and rural folk turned to the venerable tactics of the people-out-of-doors, clos- 
ing courts, chasing away tax collectors, and denying the legitimacy of faraway 
authorities. When new uprisings broke out in western Massachusetts, Maine, 
and western Pennsylvania in the 1780s and 1790s, state and federal governments 
violently suppressed them.? 

However much Federalists and capitalists wanted to build a manufacturing 
economy where big farmers chased smaller ones off the land and into wage 
labor, the United States remained overwhelmingly rural, and a majority of free 
families worked on small farms. Just 3.8 percent of the people lived in cities of 
8,000 or more in 1770, and despite rapid growth in New York, Baltimore, 
Philadelphia, and Boston, that percentage dropped during the war, recovered 
by 1800, and grew slowly thereafter, reaching 8.5 in 1840. In 1800 three-quarters 
of all Americans worked on farms and plantations; many of the rest provided 
the craft work farmers needed. The proportion of farmers dropped slowly; as 
late as 1840, two-thirds of Americans still labored in agriculture, most on small 
farms. While the number of farmers plummeted in New England, where cities, 
rural industry, and capitalist farmers began to predominate, at least a half of all 
workers labored in agriculture everywhere else, a number that rose to three- 
quarters to four-fifths in the South (save Maryland) and the trans-Appalachian 
states. Such continued predominance of agriculture suggests that opportunities 
for small-scale farming persisted for decades after the Revolution.‘ 

In Pennsylvania, where an 1800 census lists occupations, half of employed 
men called themselves farmers, but that number excludes farm laborers (and 
probably cottagers) as well as artisans who farmed. Farmers constituted more 
than three-fifths (63 percent) of the employed men in newly seated Lycoming 
County, in the north-central part of the state; another 9 percent were farm 
laborers. But the proportion of farmers in long-settled Bucks County dropped 
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from two-thirds before the war to two-fifths (44 percent) by 1800, while an- 
other 11 percent worked as laborers, many on farms. Others worked in the 
growing iron industry but probably still worked their farms as well. 

The defeat of yeoman popular democracy was only the first stage in a 
century-long struggle of farmers to maintain their communal and patriarchal 
social order. When President Jefferson’s envoys purchased Louisiana in 1803, 
they reset the cycle of Indian warfare and removal, frontier migration, and farm 
making this book has described. Yeomen thus reinvented their small-farmer 
class, remaking a world of patriarchal families, food-producing farms, local 
exchange, and self-sufficiency. They built economies where small farmers dom- 
inated numerically and where—as voters—they helped shape public policy on 
contested issues such as Indian removal, the distribution of land, and banking. 

Jefferson himself understood both the symbolic and the material importance 
of that vast acquisition. The purchase of Louisiana, he told Congress in October 
1803, would “promise in due season . . . an ample provision for our posterity, 
and a wide-spread field for the blessings of freedom and equal laws.” He elabo- 
rated on his vision in an August letter: “The best we can make of the country for 
some time,” he wrote, “will be to give establishments in it to the Indians” living 
east of the Mississippi “in exchange for their present country, and open land 
offices in the last, & thus make this acquisition the means of filling up the 
Eastern side.” Only then would people and new states follow west of the river. 
This empire of freeholders, spreading endlessly into the west, made an old land 
forever new, turned potential wage laborers into independent farmers, and 
sustained an agrarian way of life—based on energetic labor by the entire family, 
subsistence production, neighborly exchange, sale of surpluses, and movement 
to new lands—for more than a century.® 
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Mosaic,” 489-91; Carr and Menard, “Immigration and Opportunity,” 218-27; Treckel, 
“To Comfort the Heart; ” 141-44; Kathleen M. Brown, Good Wives, 83—84. 
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man, “Relative Ages” and “Determinants of Age at Marriage,” 177-82; Smith and Wilson, 
North Carolina Women, 23-24; Linzer, “Population and Society,” 24-25; Marc Harris, 
“People of Concord,” 88—90; and Roger C. Henderson “Demographic Patterns,” 355-58. 
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the Bar, chap. 1; Rosen, Courts and Commerce, 117-24; Gundersen and Gampel, “Married 
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71. Scott and Wishy, America’s Families, 86—89 (Wadsworth quotes; emphasis re- 
moved). See also Berkin and Horowitz, Women’s Voices, 54—60; Kathleen M. Brown, 
Good Wives, 340-41. 
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Smith, “Child-Naming Practices”; David Hackett Fischer, “Forenames and the Family,” 
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76. Koehler, Search for Power, 137-42, 160; Mary Beth Norton, Founding Mothers, 28— 
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“New Jersey Tax-Ratable List,” 39-44; Carr and Menard, “Immigration and Oppor- 
tunity,” 217-20; Carr, “Inheritance,” 158—60; Kulikoff, Tobacco and Slaves, 51-52; Henry 
M. Miller, “Archaeological Perspective,” 177-81; Lorena S. Walsh, “ ‘Till Death Us Do 
Part, ” 143, 147. Carr, Menard, and Walsh, Robert Cole’s World, 38, 45—50, 74, is a first-rate 
case study. 

82. Auwers, “Fathers, Sons, and Wealth,” 144-45; Jackson Turner Main, Society and 
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83. Daniel Scott Smith, “Perspective on Demographic Methods,” 455-58, 463-66; 
Demos, Past, Present, and Personal, 124-27, 135, 137; Waters, “Patrimony,” 154-59; Jack- 
son Turner Main, Society and Economy, 69—70, 109-10, 123—25, 136, 201-3, 229-30, and 
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Shammas, “New Look,” 419-20, 429-31, reworks Jones’s data, arguing that Jones under- 
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Scott Smith, “Female Householding,” 88—93 (number and age of widow householders); 
Grigg, “Remarriage” (evidence mostly urban); Faragher, “Old Women,” 18—28; Keyssar, 
“Widowhood”; Daniel Scott Smith, “Population, Family, and Society,” 281-84, and “In- 
heritance,” 55-57; Ricketson, “To Be Young,” 113-27, esp. 125-26; and Rutman and 
Rutman, Place in Time: Explicatus, 66—69. Lisa Wilson, Life after Death, chap. 4, chal- 
lenges this interpretation. 

88. Shammas, “Early American Women,” 137-47; Alice Hanson Jones, “Wealth of 
Women,” 248-56; Ditz, Property and Kinship, 125-37; Gloria L. Main, “Widows,” 80—86; 
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91. Shammas, Salmon, and Dahlin, Inheritance in America, 30—33, 42—48; Gloria L. 
Main, “Widows,” 79; Carr, “Inheritance,” 158—60; Jean Butendoff Lee, “Land and Labor,” 
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more slaves); Crowley, “Family Relations,” 48-55. 
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Evolution of New England Society,” but Rutman and Rutman, Small Worlds, chap. 7, and 
Main and Main, “Red Queen,” 130—46, are more persuasive. 
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93. On seventeenth-century houses, see nn. 116-17 in Chapter 2. On house sizes and 
room use, see Lee Soltow, Distribution of Wealth, 51-55, 61-65, and “Housing Charac- 
teristics”; Flaherty, Privacy in Colonial New England, 38—44; Lanier, “Ethnic Percep- 
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Architecture and Rural Life, chap. 2, and “Home and Hearth”; Menard, “Economic and 
Social Development,” 254; Stiverson, Poverty in a Land of Plenty, chap. 3; and Barnett, 
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tion,” 177-78, 183—202; Carr and Walsh, “Inventories”; Carr and Walsh, “Standard of 
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Pewter,” 11-19, and “Creamware Revolution,” 169-84, esp. 174-75; Gloria L. Main, “Stan- 
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Making Furniture, chap. 5; Breen, “Meaning of Things,” 254-58; De Vries, “Purchasing 
Power,” 98—104; R. C. Nash, “Urbanization,” 15; Rosen, Courts and Commerce, 21—29; 
Wacker and Clemens, Land Use, 275-77, 290. 
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Trautman, “Dress in Seventeenth-Century Cambridge,” 51—63 (little difference in dress 
by wealth); Bushman, Refinement of America, chaps. 1, 3—4, 6 (esp. 182-86); and Kierner, 
“Hospitality,” 449-60, 465-68. The evidence, in my view, does not support Breen’s 
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tion, 55—58; and Carr and Menard, “Land, Labor, and Economies of Scale,” 414-16. On 


NOTES TO PAGES 241-44 


352 


land use, see Carville Earle, Geographical Inquiry, chap. 7, esp. 258-62, 276—85 (system of 
field rotation innovative), and Avery Odells Craven, Soil Exhaustion, chaps. 1-2. 

101. Berkin and Horowitz, Women’s Voices, 112-13. 
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chap. 2, and Midwife’s Tale, 310-14, 323-29; Gloria L. Main, “Gender, Work, and Wages,” 
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Chester County, Pa., 134-35, 223; cottagers 
in, 136-37, 253; immigrants in, 193; 
widows in, 238; textile industry in, 246; 
slavery in, 249 

Child labor, 233, 246—47; in England, 29- 
30 

Children, 66, 69-70, 198; rearing of, 227, 
246-48 

Christian, William, 280 

Christian Indians. See Indians: and 
Christianity 

Clap, Roger, 58—59 

Class: defined, 4—5; and households, 36—37 

Class system, 241; in England, 17, 20-25, 
299 (nn. 45, 46). See also Yeoman class 

Climate, 72, 73, 75, 80-83; in England, 80— 
81; colonial acculturation to, 82—83 
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Clinton, Henry, 262 

Coal industry, 26 

Coastal trade, 209, 215 

Colden, Cadwallader, 126-27 

Colonies: as solution to English poverty, 
39—40; as vent for surplus capital, 40; 
promoters of, 43—44, 47—48, 191; royal, 
109 

Colonist-Indian relations: and trade, 85- 
86; and warfare, 86, 97—100, 105—6, 
141-44; and acquisition of Indian lan- 
guages, 87—88, 139; sexual, 92—93; and 
gift exchange, 94-95, 96; and land con- 
flicts, 95-96, 139-41 

Commercial exchange, 216-17 

Commodity chains, 211 

Common property, 226 

Commons, 9, 110, 125, 130; in England, 14, 
17—19, 30, 70-71, 170-71; in Scotland, 
173-74; in Germany, 180 

Community life, 32-33, 120, 123. See also 
Borrowing system; Neighborhoods 

Concord, Mass., 130-31 

Congress. See Continental Congress 

Connecticut, 113; landholding in, 130-31; 
towns in, 210; divorce in, 234-35 

Connecticut Land Company, 288 

Conquest, ideology of, 74, 76 

Consumption patterns, 222-23, 240-42, 
254; in England, 21, 170; in Ireland, 171-— 
72; and class, 241-42 

Continental army, 258-65, 267, 269-73; 
relations with farmers, 258-59, 271; 
enlistees in, 261—63; substitutes in, 265; 
and Morris Town, 271-73; occupation 
of western New York by, 276 

Continental Congress, 256-57, 267, 286 

Continental currency, 258-60 

Contraband trade, 258—60 

Contraception, 228, 230 

Conversion. See Indians: and Chris- 
tianity; Salvation 

Convicts: emigration of, 185, 187, 196-973 
labor of, 249 

Corn, 86, 91—92, 205, 281 

“Corn right,” 160 

Cornwallis, Charles, 279 

Cottagers (Cottars, Cottiers), 12, 129, 136— 
37, 248, 253; in England, 13—14, 17—19, 
21-23, 30, 171, 174, 175, 228; in Europe, 


167—68; in Ireland, 171, 176; in Scotland, 
179, 187; in Germany, 182-83 

Courts: manorial, 14; county, 122, 234 

Courtship, 32 

Covenants, 122 

Coxe, Tench, 222 

Credit: 126, 217-19; crisis of, 225-26; in 
England, 15, 22, 30; and kinship, 222. 
See also Borrowing system 

Creek Indians, 140 

Crevécoeur, J. Hector St. John, 25-27 

Croghan, George, 140—41, 155 

Cromwell, Oliver, 67 

Crossroads, development of, 214 

Cultural mediators, 138-39 

Cumberland County, Pa., 140, 143 


Dairy products, 211, 216, 244 

Danbury, Conn., 273-74 

Dane, John, 60, 87 

Davis, Alexander, 253 

Dearth, Revolutionary War, 267 

Debt: suits involving, 223, 225; See also 
Credit: crisis of 

Dedham, Mass., 95, 103, 130, 205 

Deerfield, Mass., 5, 99, 100, 118—19, 142, 223 

Deer Island, 103 

Deer skins, 77, 97 

Deference, 289-90 

Delaware Indians, 138-39 

Delaware Valley, 69; landholding in, 133; 
cottagers in, 136-37, 253; agriculture in, 
21-12 

Denton, Daniel, 88 

Depopulation, Revolutionary War, 279 

Depressions, economic, 53—54 

Desertion, 265 

Diet, 211, 254; in England, 19; in Ireland, 
172, 176; in Scotland, 179; in Germany, 
183 

Diggers, 17 

Disease, 83—84 

Divorce and legal separation, 37, 233-35 

Dobbs, Arthur, 192 

Doddridge, Joseph, 160 

Domestic violence, 233-34; in England, 
33-34 

Donck, Andriaen van der, 92 

Donegal, Ireland, 171 

Donne, John, 40 
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Doweries, 236 

Dower right, 232, 237-38 

Drake, Judith, 33 

Drew, Abigail Gardiner, 234 

Droughts, 81 

Dublin, Ireland, 172 

Dulany, Daniel, 154, 156 

Dulany family, 217 

Dunmore, earl of (John Murray), 159, 
262-64 

Dunmore’s Declaration, 262 

Durfee, Richard, 267-68 

Dutchess County, N.Y., 223 

Dutch West India Company, 70, 91 

Dwight, Timothy, 268 


East Anglia, England, 59, 65-66 

Eastern Shore (Md. and Va.), 101-2, 113, 
137, 251 

East India Company, 44—45 

East New Jersey, 130-31 

Eastward Ho! (Jonson, Chapman, Mars- 
ton), 46 

Eburne, Richard, 54 

Economic growth, 281; in England, 8, 15, 
296 (n. 22) 

Edict of Nantes, 169 

Edinburgh, Scotland, 187 

Education, 247 

Embargoes, 256, 267 

Emigrants: numbers of, 52—53, 165, 169— 
70, 185-90, 199, 283, 338 (nn. 57, 62); 
recruiters of, 61, 70, 169, 191-93, 195; 
destinations of, 188, 191; trans-Atlantic 
voyage of, 195 

Emigration: 

—from Britain, 3, 163, 172, 184—89, 283; 
reasons for, 39—41, 53—61, 166; as part of 
British migration system, 40—41; and 
economic opportunity, 41, 47, 49, 53— 
54, 57—58, 60—61, 71, 165, 185—88, 194; 
and religion, 41, 49, 53, 57—60, 191-933 
literature promoting, 42—43, 47—50, 71, 
75, 191-94, 303—4 (n. 2); and search for 
riches, 42—43, 55, 71-72, 85; as solution 
to poverty, 43, 155, 175, 199; and kinship, 
46—47, 57, 66, 193; temporary, 54; tim- 
ing of, 55, 60—62, 63—64, 67, 188; of free 
persons, 56—57, 86—89; costs of, 56-57, 
194; selectivity of, 60-62, 63—67, 185, 


188; and community networks, 66; of 
prisoners of war, 178-79; letters home 
encouraging, 193-94; sponsored, 198 

—from Europe, 70, 169 

—from German lands, 163, 189-90, 200— 
201; 283; literature promoting, 91—94; 
and economic opportunity, 94; reasons 
for, 166, 190; fees for, 189, 194; timing 
of, 190; and religion, 191-93, 198; costs 
of, 194, 201; and kinship, 196; as solu- 
tion to poverty, 198; sponsored, 198 

Eminent domain, 126 

Enclosure: in England, 7—8, 10, 14, 16, 17— 
20, 22, 29—30, 55, 60, 170, 174, 296-97 
(n. 29); in Scotland, 172, 177-78 

English Civil War, 54 

Enlistees: Seven Years’ War, 131; Revolu- 
tionary War, 261-64 

Entail, 121, 133, 322 (n. 115), 325 (n. 21) 

Epidemics. See Disease; Mortality; Virgin 
soil epidemics 

Essex County, England, 16 

Essex County, Mass., 113, 130, 136 

Ethnic enclaves, 69 

Ethnicity, 69 

Europe, living conditions in, 166 

Evans, David, 165 

Evans, John, 220 

Exeter, N.H., 130 

Eyre, Adam, 27 


Fairfax, George, Lord, 158, 162 

Fairfax County, Va., 132 

Fairfax proprietorship (Va.), 133 

“Fair Play System,” 160 

Families: servitude of, 196; strategies of, 
227, 2353 size of, 228-31; life cycle of, 
2303 labor of, 242—47; frontier, and 
Revolutionary War, 265-67 

Family economy: in Ireland, 171; in Scot- 
land, 179 

Family system, 38, 230 

Famine: in England, 83; in Ireland, 172, 
175-77 

Farmers: small, 1; categories of, 226; polit- 
ical mobilization of, 290 

Farming: techniques of, 92; tools for, 222 

Farm making, 120-21, 144, 162, 202, 203— 
4, 217, 229-30, 235-36, 289; after Revo- 
lutionary War, 280-81 
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Farms: of English peasants, 12-13, 16, 297 
(n. 32); rhythms of, 28—29, 243-45; 
households of, 71; size of, 113-14, 129— 
34, 137, 154, 161-62, 284; composite, 
204; craft work on, 222; invasions of, 
275-76. See also Agriculture; Labor— 
farm; Truck farming; Women—labor 
of: on farm 

Federalists, 291; land policies of, 287-88 

Femme sole. See Widows; Women 

Fences, 79 

Ferguson, Patrick, 269 

Fertility, of women, 64, 129, 228, 230 

Fertilizer, 92, 316 (n. 50) 

Feudalism, 115-16; in England, 9-11, 13— 
14, 16, 229; property in, 125, 181; in Ger- 
many, 180-81, 190 

Fields: in England, 14, 18, 75, 170; rotation 
of, 14, 137; in Scotland, 172-73; in Ger- 
many, 180; labor in, 244-45 

Firewood, 80 

Fischer, David Hackett, 6 

Fish, Mary, 255 

Fishing industry, 43, 60, 65, 206, 208, 209 

Fleming, Thomas, 165 

Flora and fauna, 77 

Florida, land policy in, 151; during Revo- 
lutionary War, 278 

Flour and flour milling, 207, 210-11, 216, 
282 

Folk memory. See Ballads 

Food: riots over, 25; preparation of, 245; 
and lodging, Revolutionary War sol- 
diers demand, 272-73; prices for (see 
Grain—prices for) 

Foraging expeditions, Revolutionary War, 
270-71 

Forest industries, 76, 79—80, 198 

Forests, 72, 75-76, 79—80; in England, 75- 
76 

Fornication. See Premarital intercourse 

Fort Pitt, 140 

Franklin, Benjamin, 150, 228 

Frederick County, Va., 143 

Fredericksburg, Md., 216 

Freeholders, 203-4 

Freehold land tenure, 109 

Free Society of Traders, 49 

French army, 258 

Frethorne, Richard, 47, 73 


Frontier families, and Revolutionary War, 
265-67 

Frontier migration, 144—50, 160, 283-84; 
within Europe, 169, 189 

Fry, Joshua, 147 

Furman, Moore, 266 

Fur trade, 65, 69-70, 77, 90—91, 97, 101, 
138, 206, 212 


Gardens, vegetable, 244 

Gender relations, 232; in England, 9. See 
also Domestic violence; Women 

Georgia: squatters on Indian land in, 140; 
Indian treaties with, 144; colonial mi- 
gration to, 149; land policy and dis- 
tribution in, 151, 155-56, 286; immigra- 
tion to, 191, 199—200; partisan warfare 
in, 274; agriculture in, 281 

Georgia trustees, 155 

Gift exchange, 94-95, 96 

Glasgow, Scotland, 173, 187; and tobacco 
trade, 213 

Gleaning, 175 

Gloucester, Mass., 65 

Gooch, William, 148 

Gordon, Dr. Roderick, 166—67 

Gouge, William, 35 

Gower, John, 11 

Graffenried, Christopher von, 197-98 

Grain: trade in, 208—9, 257; deficits of, 
209 

—prices for, 212; in England, 19, 21, 25, 
170, 174; in Ireland, 171; in Scotland, 
179; in Germany, 183-84 

Granville proprietary (N.C.), 151 

Great Wagon Road, 147, 284-85 

Greenbrier (W.Va.) region, 143, 154 

Greene, Jack P., 6 

Greene, Nathanael, 266, 271 

Grid system, 112 

Grofchénau, Saxony, 183 

Grosvenor, Sarah, 5 

Gun trade, 89 

Gyles, John, 93-94 


Hakluyt, Richard, 40, 43 

Hammond, John, 40, 52 

Hampshire County, Mass., 144 
Hampshire County, Va., 143 

Hapsburg Empire, immigration to, 181 
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Harrison, William, 20 

Harvest: festivals at, 220; labor for (see 
Labor—farm: at harvest) 

Headright system, 57, 109-11, 151, 155, 286 

Heaton, Hannah, 234 

Henrico County, Va., 113 

Hessians, 266 

Hingham, England, 66 

Hingham, Mass., 66; family in, 233 

Hite, Joseph, 162 

Holland Land Company, 287 

Home manufacture, 243, 245 

Hooker, Richard, 115 

Horton, Widow, 89 

Households: and markets, 204—6; forma- 
tion of, 226—27, 229-30; definition of, 
227, 342 (n. 6); composition of, 230-31 

House-raising, 220 

Houses, 79, 121-22, 240-41; of English 
peasants, 12; log, 121; sizes of, 121-22; in 
Scotland, 178; in Germany, 184 

Howe, William, 262 

Hudson Valley, 70, 125; borrowing system 
in, 282 

Hunter, Robert, 198 

Hunterdon County, N.J., 59 

Hunting. See Indians: hunting by 

Husbandmen, 21, 28 

Hutchinson, Anne, 67—68, 115 


Illegitimacy, 229, 301 (n. 75); in England, 
32 

Immigration: demography of in colonies, 
60—62; to Ireland, 44, 186. See also 
Emigration 

Imports, 206, 209, 211, 222-23 

Inckpen, Richard, 27 

Indentured servants, 2, 47, 50—53, 55—56, 
62—64, 67, 69—70, 115, 185, 188, 194-97, 
236, 248—49, 261, 283; female, 56; and 
land, 109-10 

Independence, economic, 1, 71, 126, 224— 
25, 256, 289-90 

Indians: 1622 massacre of, 48, 85, 93, 102; 
colonial view of, 73, 102-3, 106; ecology 
of, 74, 77-79; relations with farmers of, 
74, 78, 85-86, 91-92, 95, 139, 144, 198; 
land of, 74, 138; villages of, 76-77, 78; 
agriculture of, 76, 78, 85-86, 91—92, 315 
(n. 48); female, 78, 88—89, 102; hunting 


by, 78, 89, 89, 97, 102; paths of, 78, 144; 
housing of, 78-79; population of, 86— 
87, 105, 140; acquire English language, 
87; languages of, 87-88; words of used 
by colonists, 88, 119; policy for, 89—90, 
94-101, 139—41; and reservations, 101; 
enslaved by colonists, 101, 103—4; and 
Christianity, 101-3; forced exile of, 102, 
138—40; acculturation of, 102-3; as 
indentured servants, 103; as symbols, 
106; place names of, 117-19; and epi- 
demics (see Virgin soil epidemics) 

—trade of, 86, 88; with colonists, 74, 88— 
89; culture of, 94-95 

—warfare with: during Revolutionary 
War, 276-77, 279; after Revolutionary 
War, 283-84, 290 

Inequality, 12, 236-37, 350 (n. 84) 

Infanticide, 100-101, 184; in England, 32 

Inflation, 259-60, 323 (n. 10) 

Inheritance, 125, 129-30, 132, 135, 162, 206, 
228, 229-30, 237—40; partible, 149, 239— 
40; restricted, 155; in Germany, 181-82; 
of widows, 237-38; of land, 239; impar- 
tible, 239-40; of daughters, 239—40. See 
also Entail; Primogeniture 

Intercultural relations, 87—88, 91—95, 117— 
18, 139 

Interpreters, 87—88, 138 

Investors: in colonial ventures, 45—46; 
strategies of, 212, 235-36 

Ipswich, Mass., 130 

Ireland: immigration to, 44, 186; poverty 
in, 166 

Iroquois Confederation, 141, 157, 212 

Iroquois Indians, 78; and warfare during 
Revolution, 276-77 

Irvine, William, 272 


Jamestown colony, 86 
Jefferson, Thomas, 1, 184 
Jesuits, 135 

Johnson, Edward, 48, 82, 205 
Johnson, John, 277 

Johnson, Robert, 48—49 
Johnson, Sir William, 192 
Joint-stock companies, 44—46, 49, 53, 109 
Jones, Hugh (of Maryland), 80 
Jones, Hugh (of Virginia), 80 
Jonson, Ben, 46 
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Kastner, Johann, 184 

Kent, Conn., 154 

Kent, England, 25-26 

Kent County, Md., 207 

Kentucky: during Revolutionary War, 
279-80; settlement of, 284 

King, Gregory, 7 

King Philip (Wampanoag Indian chief), 
102 

King Philip’s men, 95 

King Philip’s War, 89, 93, 98—101, 103, 142; 
women widowed by, 238 

Kin naming, 232-33 

Kinship, 230; in England, 12, 15, 19—20; 
among immigrants, 66—67, 161, 193, 
196; and migration, 149-50, 200—201, 
284; and emigration, 165—66; in Scot- 
land, 177 

Kissam, Benjamin, 270 

Kraichtal, Germany, 200-201 


Labor: markets for, 23; and discipline, 48— 
50, 52, 72, 199, 254; Slave, 199—200, 203, 
215, 249-51, 262 

—division of, 3—4, 69; in England, 9, 12- 
13, 27; in farm households, 205, 227, 
233, 243-44, 253-54. See also Women— 
labor of 

—farm, 256; in England, 4-15, 23-25; at 
harvest, 13, 15, 23, 220, 244—45, 252-53, 
263, 265; colonial, 204, 209, 242-54; 
types of, 248-53; during Revolutionary 
War, 261-67 

—supply of, 252; during Revolutionary 
War, 263-64, 266 

Labor migration, 136-37, 165; within 
Europe, 167—68, 189. See also Labor— 
farm: at harvest; Migration 

Labor theory of value, 125-26, 160 

Lairds. See Landlords 

Lancaster County, Pa., 241 

Land: hunger for, 3, 71, 74, 129, 139-40, 
148-49, 283-84; policy for, 3, 139, 151— 
57, 160, 191-92, 287—88; tenure of in 
England, 18; ideology of, 76, 96-97, 
125-26, 150, 192—93, 203—4; Indian con- 
cepts of, 95-96; sales of Indian, 95-97, 
101, 138—41; sovereignty of, 96, 106, 109; 
speculators in, 96, 111, 132, 139, 141, 144, 
144, 151-59, 285—88; abundance of, 105, 


129, 138, 150, 192—93, 228-29; develop- 
ment of, 106, 109, 120, 156; distribution 
of, 106, 109-11, 113-14; 120—21, 130-33, 
153-54} 161, 209; fees for registering, 
109, 112, 152; boundaries of, 111-12; 
value of, 120, 126, 236; prices of, 127, 
129-30, 132-33, 138-39, 151-55, 161; 
acquisition of, 127, 135, 150, 152, 198, 201, 
236; sales of, 134-35, 151-55, 157, 162, 
285-88; companies for, 144, 153-545 
costs of, 150-51; conflicts over, 159; 
redistribution of in Scotland, 172; 
banks of, 219; and bounties, 286; rent 
for (see Rents) 

Landholding: in England, 9-11, 19, 21; in 
New Hampshire, 130-31, 151, 156; in 
New Jersey, 134, 161; in Germany, 182 

Landlessness, 12, 129 

Landlords, 134, 140-41, 144; in England, 
9—10 in Hudson River Valley, 129, 156- 
59, 212; in Scotland, 177, 188—89 

Land markets, 111; in England, 11-12, 19-— 
20 

Land ownership, 120-21, 137; levels of, 
112-13, 127, 129—31, 133-34, 150, 159-61, 
161, 288 

Landscape, 74-75 

Land scarcity, 105, 138, 228-29; in Ger- 
many, 181-82 

Lane family, 222 

Latimer, Hugh, 17 

Laud, William, 54, 58 

Law codes, 122 

Lawson, William, 17 

Leaming family, 156 

Leases, developmental, 134, 153, 158-59 

Legal separation. See Divorce and legal 
separation 

Lenape Indians, 105 

Lindsay, David, 165 

Lindsay, Robert, 165-66 

Linen Board (Ireland), 171 

Liquor trade, 90 

Litchfield, Conn., 142 

Literacy, 247; in Germany, 190 

Livestock, 97, 205, 207, 209-10, 213, 215— 
16, 235-36; in England, 10, 35; conflicts 
over, 95, 98, 102—3, 138; Indian, 102-3; 
in Ireland, 176; removal by Revolution- 
ary War armies, 269-70 
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Livingston, William, 259 

Livingston family, 158, 217 

Livingston Manor, 198 

Local exchange. See Borrowing system 

Loen, J. M. von, 184 

Logan, James, 159 

Log houses, 121 

London, England, 21-22, 24, 26, 51, 54, 62, 
67, 185; population of, 168; poor people 
of, 199; tobacco merchants of, 208 

Long Island, 70, 96, 114, 116; raids on, 274 

Lord-peasant relationships, 9—11; in 
England, 13—14, 16—18; in Germany, 181 

Lords of Trade, 126-27, 139 

Lotteries, 45—46 

Louisiana Purchase, 292 

Lower Norfolk County, Va., 113 

Loyalists, 255, 268-69, 278; militias of, 
262; as émigrés, 280; confiscation of 
land of, 280, 285-86 

Lumbering. See Forest industries 

Lunenburg County, Va., 160, 161, 223 

Lycoming County, Pa., 291 


McCusker, John J., 6 

McDonald, Michael, 200 

McDonald, Nicholas, 200 

Macomb, Alexander, 287 

Maine, 153-54 

Maize. See Corn 

Malaria, 83-84 

Malthus, Thomas, 166 

Manning, William, 59 

Manors, 109, 111, 158 

Manufacturing, in England, 25 

Manumission fees, 189, 194 

Maps, 121, 147 

Market: economy based on, 205-6, 226; 
production for (see Agriculture: 
commercial) 

Marketplaces, 206, 208—9, 210-11, 216 

Markets, 92, 193, 204-16, 226; in England, 
4, 15. See also Market towns; Towns 

Market towns, 206-7, 210—11, 216; in 
England, 14, 21, 75 

Marple Township, Pa., 133-34 

Marriage, 231-32; companionate, 28, 37, 
232; proletarian, in England, 31-34, 37— 
38; settler-Indian, 92—93; of cousins, 
222; and household formation, 227; 


and remarriage, 237-38; and inheri- 
tance, 240 

Marriage contracts, 231-32; in England, 
32, 35 

Marston, John, 46 

Martha’s Vineyard, 103 

Martin, Joseph Plumb, 259 

Marx, Karl, 5 

Maryland: settlement of, 49, 115; head- 
rights in, 110; land in, 113, 132-33; ser- 
vants in, 115; place names in, 119; pov- 
erty in, 137; debt cases in, 225; sale of 
Loyalist land in, 285 

Masonian proprietors, 151, 156 

Massachusetts, 64—65; land in, 114, 130-31; 
constitution of 1780, 126; transiency in, 
136; Indian policy of, 141; land banks in, 
219 

Massachusetts Assembly, 141 

Massachusetts Bay Company, 45—46, 53, 
67 

Massachusetts Court of Assistants, 112 

Master narratives, 5—6 

“Maydens of London, The” (ballad), 47, 
305 (n. 19) 

Mayflower (ship), 56 

Mayflower Covenant, 65 

Meat industry, 205, 210, 213, 214-15 

Mecklenburg County, Va., 260 

Menard, Russell R., 6 

Merchants, 211-12; networks of, 207; 
tobacco, 207-8, 213-14 

Merchet, 14 

Microhistory, 5 

Mid-Atlantic region: agriculture in, 203— 
4; inheritance in, 238; slavery in, 249; 
and British supplies, 258-59 

Middlesex County, Mass.: land bank in, 
219; craftsmanship in, 222; illegitimacy 
rates in, 229 

Middleton, John, 112 

Mifflin County, Pa., 241 

Migration: within England, 2-3, 15, 22— 
23, 26—27, 41, 54, 185; intracolonial, 
3, 107, 114-15; intercolonial/state, 50, 
67-68, 107, 127, 139, 144-47, 157-58, 
200, 283-84; Indian, 104-5, 138; short- 
distance, 114-15, 135-37, 144; direction 
of, 144-48, 200, 284-85; and warfare, 
147; immigrant, 147, 196-97, 198, 200— 
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201; motivations for, 148—49; chain, 
149-50, 193-94, 200—201, 284; within 
Europe, 167—69, 184-85, 186, 187, 189, 
198; seasonal, 168 

Military: principles of wartime service in, 
265; raids by, 269, 278 

Militia: in Indian wars, 100; during Revo- 
lutionary War, 262, 264—66, 279-80 

Minisink partners (N.Y.), 157 

Miscegenation, 92—93 

Missionaries, 88 

Mittelberger, Gottlieb, 196 

Mogridge, Katherine, 24 

Mohawk Valley, 279 

Monacy Manor, 285 

Money, 90, 223, 258-60 

Montgomery County, N.Y., 160, 161 

Moore, Henry, 150 

Moraley, William, 165, 195 

Moravians, 201, 218 

Morris Town, N.J., 271-73 

Mortality, 64, 66, 83-84, 198, 199, 231, 237, 
313 (n. 27); in England, 83; shipboard, 
195-96 

Mortgages, 218—19 

Morton, Thomas, 91, 92 

Mosely, Joseph, 137 

Munster, Ireland, 177 


Naragansett Bay region, 208 

Natick, Mass., 95, 103 

Natural increase, 129 

Neighborhoods, 220-24 

Neolin, 143 

New England: settlement of, 48—49, 86; 
immigration to, 64—65; livestock con- 
flicts in, 95; warfare in, 98—99; land dis- 
tribution and landholding in, 110, 113— 
14, 130, 153-54; food imports to, 130; 
agriculture in, 204, 207-8, 209-10; 
household composition in, 230; do- 
mestic violence in, 233-34; inheritance 
in, 237—38; child labor in, 248; servants 
in, 248 

“New England’s Annoyances” (Johnson), 
48, 82 

New Englands Plantation (book), 48 

Newfoundland, 81 

New Hampshire, 130-31, 151, 156 

New Haven, Conn., 68 


New Jersey, 134, 161 

“Newlanders,” 193 

New Netherland, 70 

New Sweden, 69—70 

Newtown, N.Y., 249 

New York: land distribution in, 156-57; 
landlords in, 156-59; population 
growth in, 157-58; mortgage and credit 
market in, 218-19; sale of Loyalist land 
in, 285-86 

New York, N.Y., 211-12 

Nipmuck Indians, 98 

Nonatum/Newton, Mass., 89 

North Carolina, 132, 192 

Northern frontiers, 284 

Northern Neck (Va.), 133, 158 

Northumberland County, Pa., 160 

Northwest Ordinance, 287—88 





Occupational distribution, 131, 291-92; in 
Germany, 183; in England, 297-99 
(nn. 37, 43, 44) 
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Ohio, 288 

Ohio Company (first), 153 

Ohio Company (second), 288 

Olinda, Hilletie van, 87 

Onondaga (Iroquois) council, 141 

Open fields. See Fields 

Opequon, Frederick County, Va., 161 

Orange County, N.C., 155 

Orphans, 231, 248 

Osborne, Goodwife, 88 
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Palatine Germans, 157, 197-98 

Palmer, Abigail, 276 

Panie, Edward, 24 

Parke, Robert, 193 

Parkman, Ebenezer, 246—47, 251 

Parliament (British), 256—57 

Partisan warfare, 268—69, 273-75, 290-91 

Patch, Mayo Greenleaf, 226-27 

Patriarchalism, theory of, 36, 231, 233-355 
251, 349 (n. 75); in New England, 233— 
34 

Patriarchy, 29, 34—35, 226-27, 230-31, 289 

Patron-client relations, 22, 156, 217-18 

Patten, Matthew, 216-17, 221 

Pattison, Jane, 234-35 
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Pattison, Jeremiah, 234 

Paxton, Pa., 144, 159, 160 

Paxton Boys, 290 

Payne, Robert, 30-31 

Peasant agriculture: in England, 9-11; in 
Europe, 167—68; in Britain, 171, 172-74, 
175-77; in Germany, 180-81 

Peasants, 125; English, 4, 7—8, 13; images 
of, 11; and marriage, 13—14, 168, 180; in 
Europe, 167—68; in Germany, 180-82; 
dispossession of (see Enclosure); rela- 
tionships with lords of (see Lord- 
peasant relationships) 

Peasant uprisings, 10; ideology of, 7—8; in 
England, 7, 16 

Peddlers, 15 

Penn, William, 49, 60, 69, 111, 191 

Penn family, 141; land policy of, 152-53 

Pennsylvania: settlement of, 49—50, 60- 
61; immigration to, 69, 191; headrights 
in, 110; squatters on Indian land in, 140; 
migration in, 148; land bank in, 219; 
inheritance in, 239—40; houses in, 241; 
Revolutionary War enlistment in, 265; 
occupational structure in, 291-92 

Pequot Indians, 86-87 

Pequot War, 98, 100 

Perkins, Elizabeth, 234 

Persistence, 160—61; rates of, 114—15; rea- 
sons for, 135, 149, 166—67, 187 

Phelps and Gorham tract (N.Y.), 287 

Philadelphia, Pa., 211, 259 

Philadelphia County, Pa., 238 

Philip, King (Wampanoag Indian chief), 
102 

Phillipsburg Manor, 286 

Pick, William, 260 

Pickens, Andrew, 275 

Piedmont (Va.), 196 

Piscataway Indians, 88, 101, 105 

Pisquetomen, 139-40 

Pittsylvania County, Va., 225 

Place names: conflicts over, 117-19; of 
land tracts, 119-20 

Planter’s Plea, The (book), 49 

Plunder, during Revolutionary War, 258- 
59, 268-69, 272-73, 290 

Plymouth Adventurers, 45 

Plymouth colony, 65, 76, 100, 115, 226 

Pocahontas, 93 


Pond, John, 73 

Pontiac’s War, 143-44 

Poole, Robert, 87 

Poor: children of, 136, 248; auctions of, 137 

Poorhouses, 137, 175, 179 

Poor laws: in England, 25, 31, 122; in Ire- 
land, 176 

Poor relief, 136—37; in Scotland, 172, 179— 
80 in England, 175; in Germany, 184; 
during Revolutionary War, 267 

Population, 64, 70, 129, 157—58, 161, 209, 
240, 285; of England, 9—10, 17—18, 22— 
23, 62; origin of colonial, 51; density of, 
107, 127, 129, 146, 150; pressure on land 
of, 129, 148; distribution of, 144-48, 
285; in Europe, 166; in Scotland, 172; in 
Ireland, 175; in Germany, 181; exchanges 
of during Revolutionary War, 278, 280 

Portsmouth, R.I., 103 

“Possession fence,” 160 

Potatoes, 175, 176 

Poverty, 129, 135-37, 150, 203, 242; in 
England, 7—9, 24, 39, 58, 174-75; in 
Europe, 166, 184; in Ireland, 171; in 
Scotland, 178, 179; in Germany, 183—84; 
in Britain, 199; of widows, 238 

Powhatan Indians, 85-87, 94, 97—98; con- 
federacy of, 77 

Pownall, Thomas, 139 

“Praying Indians.” See Indians: and 
Christianity 

Premarital intercourse, 229 

Prenuptial agreements. See Marriage 
contracts 

Presbyterians, Ulster, 171; emigration of, 
186-87 

Price-fixing, Revolutionary War, 260 

Primogeniture, 239—40; See also 
Inheritance 

Prince George’s County, Md., 112; place 
names in, 119; landholding in, 132-33; 
household composition in, 230 

Prisoners of war, 93—94, 255; as farm 
laborers, 266 

Privateering, 256-57 

Proclamation of 1763, 140, 144, 153 

Proletarian households, in England, 33, 34 

Property: feudal, 11, 125, 181; private, 17, 71, 
75, 106, 111, 115—16, 126; among Indians, 
101 
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Proprietary colonies, 49, 109 

Proprietors of land, 151, 154 

Protestantism, 34—35 

Protests, rural, 174, 187, 291 

Proverbs, in England, 33 

Providence, R.I., 118 

Provisions: military demand for, 257-60, 
266—67, 271-72, 276; for cities (see 
Truck farming) 

Prussia, 181-82 

Puritans, 42, 58—60, 65—66, 68, 70; in 
England, 34, 54 

Purry, Jean, 192 

Putting-out system, 173, 182-83 

Pynchon, Thomas, 91 

Pynchon, William, 91 

Pynchon family, 60, 90, 116-17, 217 


Quakers, 50, 58, 186, 193, 219, 247; English 
persecution of, 60; as immigrant spon- 
sors, 198; credit and, 222; female fertil- 
ity among, 229-30; marriage rituals of, 
233 

Queen Anne’s Manor, 285 

Queens County, N.Y., 270 

Quincy, Mass., 120 

Quitrents, 116, 151-52 


Rack rents, 175 

Raids, Revolutionary War, 273-75, 278; 
frontier, 277; rumors of, 279 

Raleigh, Sir Walter, 117 

Ramsey, David, 126, 150 

Rape, 276 

Recruiters: of servants, 51—52, 195; of emi- 
grants, 61, 70, 169, 191-93, 195 

Redemptioners, 194-97, 282 

Redwood, Joanne, 29 

Refugees: Seven Years’ War, 143; Revolu- 
tionary War, 268, 277-80 

Rensselaer, Jeremiah van, 70, 116 

Rensselaerwyck, 111 

Rents, 117, 135; in Ireland, 175-76, 187. See 
also Anti-rent riots; Quitrents; Rack 
rents 

Requisitions, of Revolutionary War 
armies, 259, 266—67, 269-71 

Remarriage, 237-38 

Revere, Paul, 5 

Revolutionary War: and farm economy, 


256; size of armies in, 258; and contra- 
band trade during, 258-60 

Rhode Island, 136 

Rice: plantations for, 132; production of, 
203, 205, 207, 215, 256-57 

Rituals: of reciprocity, 220-25; of enter- 
tainment, 241 

River systems, 77 

Roads, 120, 144, 215-16 

Roanoke colony, 42, 62, 77; Raleigh 
names, 117 

Roanoke Indians, 86 

Roberts, John, 139 

Rock, John, 253 

Rogers, John, 59 

Rogers, Samuel, 54 

Rogers, William, 162 

Rolfe, John, 93 

Ross, John, 192 

Rotterdam, Holland, 195 

Rowan County, N.C., 221 

Rowlandson, Mary, 93 

Roxbury, Mass., 120 

Royalists, 64 

Rumors, of colonial conditions, 46—47, 
165 


St. Eustatius, 257 

St. George’s Parish, S.C., 250 

St. John’s Berkeley Parish, S.C., 132 

St. Mary’s County, Md., 58, 284 

Salem, Mass., 65, 117 

Saltonstall, Nathaniel, 95 

Salt riots, 267 

Salvation, 58—59 

Savage, Thomas, 87 

Saxony, 182 

Schooling. See Education; Literacy 

Scotland, 172, 173, 177-78, 188—89; clan 
chiefs in, 178; tacksmen in, 178 

Seasoning, 72, 83-84, 199 

Sedgwick, Pamela, 246 

Self-sufficiency, 4, 11-13, 204, 207, 256, 
259. See also Subsistence agriculture 

Selwyn-McColluh proprietary (N.C.), 152 

Serfdom, 10, 181, 189, 229 

Servants, 249; recruiters of, 51-52, 195; 
work of, 52, 56, 196—97, 251, 47 197; in 
Scotland, 177; families as, 196; sale of, 
196—97; and conflicts with masters, 
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251-52; runaway, 261-62. See also Con- 
victs; Indentured servants; Redemp- 
tioners; Servants-in-husbandry 

Servants-in-husbandry, 13, 14, 22—23, 27— 
28, 32, 37, 41, 56, 58, 61, 72, 228 

Servant trade, 50—52, 62—63, 196 

Settlement patterns, 107—8, 210, 217-18 

Seven Years’ War, 131, 135, 138, 142-44, 156, 
200 

Shawnee Indians, 138, 139 

Shenandoah Valley, 154-55; servant trade 
in, 196; agriculture in, 215-16, 259 

Shepherd, Thomas, 59 

Shipboard mortality, 195-96 

Shopkeepers. See Storekeepers 

Sibbes, Richard, 34 

Silliman, Gold Selleck, 255 

Silliman, Mary Fish, 255 

Simm, Hugh, 253 

Simm, Simon, 253 

Simmonds, William, 55 

Skickllamy, 138 

Slash-and-burn agriculture, 78, 311 (n. 13) 

Slaveholding: in Georgia, 155, 199—200; in 
Virginia, 223; distribution of, 249-50, 
262 

Slave-hunting, 104 

Slaves, 249; Indian, 101, 103—4; as labor, 
199—200, 203, 215, 249-51, 262; domes- 
tic economy of, 224; female, 250-51; 
and conflicts with masters, 251; run- 
away, 261—62 

Smallwood, William, 261 

Smith, Henry, 234 

Smith, John, 43, 48, 77, 86 

Smith, Rev. Thomas, 209 

Smith, Sir Thomas, 7 

Smith, William, Jr., 157 

Snyder, Benjamin, 212, 223 

Society for the Propagation of Christian 
Knowledge, 191 

Somerset County, Md., 115 

South Carolina: immigration to, 67—68; 
Indians in, 104; landholding in, 132; 
land policy in, 151; migration from, 
200 

Southern Appalachia, 287 

Southside (Va.), 154, 214, 218 

Sovereignty. See Land: sovereignty of 

Spicer family, 156 


Spinning. See Textile manufacturing 

Spotswood, Alexander, 152, 154 

Springfield, Mass., 117 

Squatters, 3, 96, 126, 134, 139—41, 141, 144, 
150, 153, 158—60, 198, 286, 288; in 
England, 23 

“Squaw Sachem,” 100-101 

Standish, Arthur, 7 

Starvation, 62, 66 

Staten Island, 98 

Step-parents, 237 

Stevenson, Randolph, and Cheston, 196- 
97 

Storekeepers, 211, 218-19; Scots as, 213-14, 
218, 223; and borrowing system, 222-23 

Stout, William, 27 

Stumpel, Johann Heinrich Christian von, 
192, 200 

Subsistence agriculture, 3—4, 204, 208-9, 
235, 260-61. See also Self-sufficiency 

Sudbury, Mass., 114, 205 

Sullivan, John, 277 

Surry County, Va., 113, 117, 249 

Surveying, 111-12, 121, 162 

Susquehannock Indians, 90—91 

Swansea, Plymouth, 113-14 

Symmes, John, 288 


Tacocolie, 139 

Talbot County, Md., 113 

Tapp, William, 102 

Tenancy, 71, 111, 126, 129-31, 133-35, 137, 
150, 153, 156—58, 212—13, 285—86; in 
England, 18; levels, 116-17; in Ireland, 
171, 175, 175; in Scotland, 177-78 

Tennessee, 141 

Textile manufacturing, 221, 245-46; in 
England, 9, 16, 25-26, 58—59, 171, 174; in 
Europe, 167—68; in Ireland, 171, 175-76; 
in Scotland, 173; in Germany, 182-83 

Thatcher, James, 268 

Thirty Years’ War, 181 

Thompson, Alexander, 200 

Tobacco: prices for, 63, 213, 217-18; pro- 
duction of, 64, 203, 205, 207-8, 213, 281; 
trade in, 173, 207—9, 213, 256—57, 281; 
Oronoko, 213; sweet-scented, 213; in- 
spection acts for, 214; warehouses for, 
214 

“Tomahawk right,” 160 
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Tories. See Loyalists 

Torture, 275 

Towns, 108, 210-11, 214, 343 (n. 17); pro- 
prietors of, 110, 154; military occupa- 
tion of, 278 

Trade, 68—69; coastal, 209, 215; contra- 
band, 258-60 

Trading companies, 43—45 

Transiency, 115, 135-37, 144, 160; in En- 
gland, 22, 24-25, 33, 58; in Germany, 
184 

Transylvania Company, 153 

Travel, costs of, 144, 201 

Treaties, 141, 144, 283 

Truck farming, 205-7, 210-13, 215, 260; in 
Ireland, 172 

Tryon, William, 150 

Tsenacomoco/Tsenacommach, 117 

Tukapewillin, Joseph, 103 

Turner, Amos, 136 

Tuscarora Indians, 198 

Tusser, Thomas, 27—30, 38 


Ulster County, N.Y., 223 

Ulster Irish immigrants, 161 

Urbanization, 291; in England, 26-27, 168, 
299 (n. 45); in Europe, 168; in Scotland, 
172-73 in Germany, 183 


Valentine, Mary, 193 

Valley Forge, Pa., 266, 273; civilian/army 
conflict at, 271 

Vermont, 154, 156 

Virginia, 81, 122; settlement of, 39—40, 48— 
49, 52, 55, 86, 115, 140; migration of 
immigrants to, 67; warfare in, 97—99; 
headrights in, 109-10; land distribution 
in, 113, 132, 151-52, 154, 161; Indian place 
names in, 117-18; land prices in, 133; 
migration patterns, 148; tobacco in, 213, 
257 

Virginia Assembly, 96 

Virginia Company, 45—46, 48—49, 51, 62— 
63, 71, 86, 109 

Virginia Council, statement on Indians, 
141-42 

Virgin soil epidemics, 77, 86—87, 105 


51, 72, 228; Indian, 95, 103—4; in Ireland, 
176; in Scotland, 177, 179 

Wages: in England, 10—11, 18—19, 63, 1703 
in Scotland, 179; Revolutionary War, 
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Wagon roads. See Roads 

“Walking purchase,” 141 

Wampum, 90 

Ware, Ebenezer, 136 

Warham, John, 59 

Warnings out, 136 

Warren, Sir Peter, 218 

Warwick, R.I., 102-3 

Washington, George, 143, 158, 259, 269— 
72, 277 

Waterhouse, Edward, 48, 85 

Watertown, Mass., 54 

Wealth: accumulation of, 236; distribu- 
tion of, 237 

Weaving. See Textile manufacturing 

Wenham, Mass., 131, 149 

Westchester County, N.Y., 268-69 

West Country, England, 65 

“West-Country Man’s Voyage to New 
England” (ballad), 47 

West Indies, 68, 211, 215, 282 

West Jersey: place names, 119-20; pro- 
prietors, 152 

West Jersey Society, 159 

Weston, Thomas, 65, 92 

Wet nurses, 246 

Wheat, 207, 210-12, 214-15, 251, 281 

White, John, 59 

White, Samuel, 220 

Whitelaw, James, 194 

Widows, 237-39 

Wife Lapped in Morels Skin (chapbook), 
34 

Wigwams, 78-79, 91 

Wilderness, 73-75, 78 

Williams, Eunice, 5 

Williams, Roger, 68, 88, 96, 98 

Wilson, Thomas, 20 

Windsor, Conn., 68 

Wingandacola, 117 

Winslow, Edward, 76 

Winstanley, Gerrard, 17 

Winthrop, John, 39, 46, 65—66, 73, 252 


Wage labor, 67, 130, 131, 135-37, 198, 248, Winthrop, John, Jr., 91 
252-53; in England, 13, 22, 27, 30-31, 33, Woad, 31 
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“Woman’s Work is never done, A” (bal- 
lad), 35 

Women: as scolds in England, 31-32, 33— 
34; rights of in Protestantism, 34-35; 
English bourgeois, 35; and property, 
35-36; images of, 36; as immigrants, 
62-63, 65, 69; fertility of, 64, 129, 228, 
230; in Ireland, 175; and borrowing sys- 
tem, 220-21; legal position of, 230-31; 
roles of as wives, 232; during Revolu- 
tionary War, 275-76 

—labor of, 3—4, 243-45; in England, 9, 13, 
15, 27—30, 31—32, 174—75; as servants, 56, 
251; in Ireland, 171; in Scotland, 173, 179; 
in Germany, 180; on farm, 9, 13-14, 238; 
244-46; as slaves, 250-51; during Revo- 
lutionary War, 255-56, 264, 266 
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Worcester County, Mass., 241 

Wrentham, Mass., 135 

Wyatt, Sir Francis, 102 

Wyoming Valley: settlement of, 141; 
Indian warfare in, 277 


Yakatastange, 140 

Yamasee War, 100, 105 

Yeoman class, 20—21, 28, 203—4, 241; ideol- 
ogy, 291-92 

York County, Maine, 233 
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